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DUCK-STAMP LEGISLATION 


MAY 8, 1958 


Hovussr or REPRESENTATIVES, 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION 

OF THE COMMITTEE ON MercHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D.C. 

‘The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in room 219, 
Old House Office Building, Hon. John D. Dingell presiding. 

Present : Representatives Bonner (chairman), Dingell (presiding), 
Klueczynski, Allen, Van Pelt, Cederberg, and Glenn. 

Also present : Representat ive McIntosh. 

Staff members present: Bernard J. Zincke, counsel, and William B. 
Winfield, chief clerk. 

Mr. Dinceii. The committee will come to order. 

Today the committee is beginning hearings on H. R. 12006, a bill 
introduced by Mr. Boykin of Alabama to amend the Migratory Bird 
Hunting Stamp Act of March 16, 1934, as amended, which bill I will 
place in the record, and on the identical bills H. R. 11607, introduced 
by Mr. Reuss of Wisconsin, H. R. 11642, introduced by Mr. Hagen of 
California, and H. R. 12072, introduced by myself. 

(H. R. 12006 follows :) 


[H. R. 12006, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 
A BILL To amend the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act of March 16, 1934, as amended 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 2 of the Migratory Bird Hunting 
Stamp Act of March 16, 19384 (48 Stat. 451), as amended, is further amended 
by striking out the symbol and figure “$2” in said section and inserting in lieu 
thereof the symbol and figure “$3”. 

Sec. 2. That section 4 of said Act is further amended by striking out subsections 
(a) and (b) thereof and inserting in lieu thereof revised subsections (a) and 
(b) reading as follows: 

“(a) So much as may be necessary shall be used by the Secretary of the 
Interior to make advance allotments to the Post Office Department at such 
times and in such amounts as may be mutually agreed upon by the Secretary 
of the Interior and the Postmaster General for direct expenditure by the Post 
Office Department for engraving, printing, issuing, selling, and accounting for 
migratory bird hunting stamps and moneys received from the sale thereof. 

“(b) Except as authorized in subsection (c) of this section, the remainder 
shall be available for the location, ascertainment, and acquisition of suitable 
areas for migratory bird refuges under the provisions of the Migratory Bird 
Conservation Act and for the administrative costs incurred in the acquisition of 
such areas: Provided, That not to exceed 40 per centum at any one time of any 
area which heretofore has been or which hereafter may be acquired, reserved, 
or set apart for the use of the Department of the Interior as an inviolate sanctu- 
ary for migratory birds under any law, proclamation, or Executive order may 
be administered by the Secretary of the Interior, in his discretion, as a wildlife 
management area within which the taking of migratory game birds may be 
permitted under such regulations as he may prescribe: Provided further, That 
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notwithstanding the fact that such lands constitute ‘public property,’ the Secre- 
tary of the Interior shall comply with the requirements of section 4 of the Admin- 
istrative Procedure Act of June 11, 1946 (60 Stat. 238), in issuing regulations 
pursuant to the preceding proviso.” 

Sec. 3. That section 4 of said Act is further amended by adding a new subsec- 
tion (c) reading as follows: 

“(e) The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to utilize funds made available 
under subsection (b) of this section for the purposes of such subsection, and 
such other funds as may be appropriated for the purposes of such subsection, or 
of this subsection, to acquire, or defray the expense incident to the acquisition 
by gift, devise, lease, purchase or exchange of small wetland and pothole areas, 
interests therein, and rivhts-of-way to provide access thereto. Such small areas, 
to be designated as ‘Waterfowl Production Areas,’ may be acquired without 
regard to the limitations and requirements of the Migratory Bird Conservation 
Act but all of the provisions of said Act which govern the administration and 
protection of lands acquired thereunder, except the inviolate sanctuary pro- 
visions of such Act, shall be applicable to areas acquired pursuant to this 
subsection.” 

Sec. 4. The amendment made by the first section of this Act shall become 
effective on July 1, 1959. The amendment made by section 2 of this Act, 
making available the net proceeds of all moneys received in the migratory bird 
conservation fund for the location, ascertainment, and acquisition of Waterfowl 
Production Areas and suitable areas for migratory bird refuges, shall become 
effective on July 1, 1960. The remaining amendments made by this Act shall 
become effective on the date of approval of this Act. Any unobligated balance 
remaining in the migratory bird conservation fund on June 30, 1960, shall there- 
after be available for expenditure only for the purposes specified in this Act. 

Mr. Drncett. Our first witness this morning is the Honerable Henry 
S. Reuss, our distinguished colleague, author of one of the bills under 
consideration, H. R. 11607. 

Chairman Bonner. Mr. Chairman, before you get to this witness, is 
Mr. Callison in the room ? 

Is anybody here associated with Mr. Callison ? 

Is he going to testify on this bill? 

Mr. Drincett. I believe he is, Mr. Chairman. I was so given to 
understand. 

Mr. Wrnrrevp. Mr. Clapper of the National Wildlife Federation 
will testify. 

Mr. Dincetx. I understand Mr. Gavin has another commitment. 
Would it be satisfactory to you, Mr. Reuss, if he testifies first ? 

Mr. Reuss. That is perfectly agreeable. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LEON H. GAVIN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Gavin. We have the Defense Department reorganization legis- 
lation before the Armed Services Committee and I am scheduled to be 
there for a quorum. 

Mr. Drncett. The Chair is very happy to recognize our distin- 
guished colleague, the Honorable Leon H. Gavin, of Pennsylvania, 
who is a member of the Migratory Bird Conservation Commission. 

Mr. Gavin. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to appear 
before your committee to discuss pending legislation to amend the 
Duck Stamp Act. 

I am sure that you are aware of my continued interest and efforts 
in the field of conservation. About 6 months ago I was appointed by 
the Speaker of the House to serve as a member of the Migratory Bird 
Conservation Commission together with Senator Bricker, Senator 
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Hennings, Congressman Karsten, Secretary Seaton, Secretary Weeks, 
and Secretary Benson. This is the Commission that approves all of the 
acquisitions of migratory bird refuges. As a member, I have gained 
considerable insight into the problems of preserving w aterfowl habitat. 

Through the years this Commission has followed the procedure of 
reviewing the ac Staite of each individual tract of land proposed as 
a part of the bird- refuge program. This procedure has proven to be 
extremely unwieldy and time consuming, resulting in only a small 
acreage acquired each year. 

At the December 10, 1957, meeting the Commission adopted a new 
procedure under whic h the Fish and Wildlife Service presents detailed 
justifications and costs of lands for entire project areas. If we deter- 
mine the proposal is feasible, we grant authority to the Service to ac- 
quire all of the lands within the project boundaries at or below the 
appraised land values. This has removed an important roadblock 
to acquisition of the necessary waterfowl habitat. 

Now the chief deterrent to the successful completion of this impor- 
tant program is the lack of adequate funds to finance it. Under the 
present provisions of the Duck Stamp Act too great a proportion of 
the stamp receipts has been expended to develop and maintain the 
present refuge system and carry out the other activities relating to 
waterfowl management. It has been too easy to shift the financing of 
these functions from direct appropriations to duck-stamp revenues. 
The results are apparent to all who have any interest in this matter. 

The land-acquisition phase has lagged s: adly, and we are faced with a 
crisis in the preservation of enough of the remaining habitat to assure 
a reasonable supply of waterfowl for the future. 

Iam happy to see that the Department of the Interior, with approval 
of the Bureau of the Budget, has proposed a bold, new approach to 
meet this urgent need. The proposed legislation provides that all 
of the revenues, less the costs to the Post Office for handling the stamps 
be specifically earmarked for the acquisition of migratory bird refuges. 
Also, the bill raises the price of the stamps from $2 to $3, which will 
provide an estimate 86,600,000 for this purpose. 

Compared to the $1,400,000 in 1958 and $1,600,000 proposed in 
1959, these provisions will finance a greatly accelerated program 
which may achieve the acquisition goal of 4 million acres in about 25 
years. This still is a rather modest program. Nevertheless, it will 
permit effective concentration on the more critically needed areas. 

I wish to point out that the earmarking of all receipts for land 
purchases will require offsetting appropriations from general revenues 
to maintain those activities now financed in part from the duck-stamp 
funds. I am sure that we in the Congress will recognize our respon- 
sibilities in this matter. 

All evidence I have seen indicates that the sportsmen heartily sup- 
port the increase in the price of the stamp, provided they have assur- 
ance that the funds will be used for acquiring waterfowl habitat. 
This bill will give them that assurance. 

The feature relating to the percentage of an area that may be opened 
to hunting, regardless of the source of funds used to acquire it, is a 
very important aspect relating to the sound management of these areas. 
Presently only 25 percent of the acreage acquired with duck-stamp 
funds can be opened. The patchwork pattern of acquisition on many 
areas precludes logical management. 
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Likewise, the provision establishing waterfowl-production areas 
gives the Fish and Wildlife Service added authority to conduct a 
vigorous program of preserving the essential waterfowl! habitat which 
remains in the country. The establishment of protected wintering 
grounds and intermediate resting areas, though essential, will not 
assure the preservation of the resource unless the nesting grounds are 
also preserved. 

In closing I strongly urge that this committee report favorably on 
this bill at the earliest opportunity so that we can pass the bill during 
this session of Congress. It will give the Fish and Wildlife Service 
the necessary tools to perform a most important job, and I can assure 
you it will be one of the greatest conservation actions performed by the 
Congress in m: iny years, 

I am most grateful for the opportunity you have given me to appear 
before your committee and discuss this matter with you. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Dincevt. The Chair would like to thank our distinguished col- 
league, and to say that all of this committee know him as not only a 
fine Member and an able Member, but as one who has been most vitally 
interested in this problem of conservation. He - as contributed greatly 
to the work that has been done so far, and I hope it will be done in 
the future. 

Mr. Gavin. I hope I can continue to merit the confidence and faith 
that is imposed in me by the people of my district and State. It has 
been wonderful to serve on this Commission, and I sincerely hope that 
this legislation is enacted so that we can move expeditiously to acquire 
these refuges. 

Mr. Dincewu. Is there any other member here who has to leave ? 

The Chair will then recognize a distinguished colleague of ours, 
the Honorable Henry S. Reuss, a Member of Congress from the State 
of Wisconsin. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY S. REUSS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN 


Mr. Reuss. Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, I appreciate very 

deeply the opportunity to be here. 
have prepared a somewhat full statement which I would like to 

submit for the record, and then, with the Chair’s consent, summarize 
rather briefly the reasons why I hope H. R. 11607 or some similar bill 
will be passed. 

Mr. Chairman, is it agreeable that I submit the statement for the 
record, and then proceed briefly orally ? 

Mr. Dincey. Certainly. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 
STATEMENT BY REPRESENTATIVE HENRY S. REvuSS, OF WISCONSIN, IN BEHALF OF 


H. R. 11607, A Britt To PROVIDE FoR AN EXPANDED PROGRAM OF FEDERAL WILDLIFE 
REFUGES 


I appear here in behaif of H. R. 11607, a measure introduced by me to provide 
for an expanded program of acquiring national migratory bird refuges, and 
identical measures, H. R. 11642 (Mr. Hagen, of California), and H. R. 12006 
(Mr. Boykin, of Alabama). An identical measure in the Senate, S. 2617, has 
already been approved by the Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 
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H. R. 11607 would earmark 100 percent of duck-stamp funds (after deducting 
stamp-production costs) for acquiring wildlife refuges, would increase the cost 
of the duck stamp from $2 to $3, would permit the Secretary of the Interior to 
open as much as 40 percent of the acquired land for hunting of migratory water- 
fowl as compared to 25 percent at present, and would provide for the leasing 
of small wet lands and potholes as waterfowl-production areas. 

These provisions are substantially identical with those of H. R. 6691, intro- 
duced by me last year, and concerning which I had the privilege of testifying 
before this subcommittee on June 6, 1957. While the executive branch did not 
favorably consider H. R. 6691 last year, it has now placed its approval on H. R. 
11607 and on similar bills. 

A quarter of a century ago the Federal Government estimated that we would 
need at least 124% million acres of migratory waterfowl refuges if we were to 
preserve what is left of our wild ducks and geese for the next generation. But 
today the 200 Federal waterfowl refuges contain only 3,370,000 acres, an amount 
that has remained relatively constant since 1940. To carry out the 12%- 
million-acre program, the Federal Government must acquire an additional 
4 million acres and State governments an additional 5 million acres. 

H. R. 11607 seeks to do for wildlife refuges what Mission 66 of the National 
Park Service will do for the national parks, and what the National Forest 
Service’s 5-year program will do for the national forests. It is designed to fur- 
nish guidelines for acquiring as close to the goal of 4 million additional acres of 
Federal refuges as possible. 

The Norbeck-Andresen Duck Stamp Act of March 16, 1934, has as its stated 
object “the acquisition of areas of land and of water to furnish in perpetuity 
reserves for the adequate protection of such birds.” Through the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1956, collections from the sale of duck stamps totaled $49,435,423. 
Of this amount, only $4,392,167, or a little more than 8 percent of the total, was 
used to purchase acreage. The remaining 92 percent was spent to administer and 
develop the approximately 3% million acres in existing refuges, for research, 
and to pay for the production of the stamps themselves. Because of this diver- 
sion from the acquisition program of 92 percent of total duck-stamp receipts, only 
264,729 of the Nation’s 3% million acres in existing refuges have been purchased 
from duck-stamp receipts. This is at the rate of about 12,000 acres a year since 
the start of the program. At this rate, it would take 333 years to acquire the 
4 million acres which the Fish and Wildlife Service specifies as its minimum 
program. 

I estimate that enactment of H. R. 11607 will result in the acquisition of the 
Federal Government’s projected 4 million acres in a period of 20 years—a long 
time, but a great deal better than waiting 333 years. Enactment would provide 
a fund (after paying for stamp printing costs) of $8% million annually for the 
next 20 years. The Fish and Wildlife Service’s current estimate of the cost of 
acquiring refuge land is $40 an acre, or a total of $160 million for the 4-million- 
acre program. During the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, 2%, million hunters 
purchased duck stamps. An increase in the duck-stamp fee from $1 to $2 in 
1949 did not cause any appreciable dropoff in sales. 

A similar experience can be anticipated for the proposed increase from $2 to 
$3, particularly since the total proceeds would be earmarked for acquisition. 
If the number of duck-stamp purchasers for the next 20 years averages slightly 
over 234 million a year, a conservative estimate in view of increased interest in 
hunting, receipts from this source at $3 a stamp would approximate $8'% million 
annually. 

I believe that hunters of migratory waterfowl] will willingly pay the increased 
cost of the duck stamp if they have ironclad assurance, as H. R. 11607 gives 
them, that the proceeds will be used entirely for acquiring refuges, and not 
diverted mainly to other purposes as at present. Wherever the matter has been 
put to our conservation organizations, the sentiment has been overwhelmingly 
in favor of an increased duck stamp provided proceeds are earmarked for acqui- 
sition. The International Association of Game, Fish, and Conservation Com- 
missioners in September 1957, and the Advisory Committee to the Assistant Sec- 
retary of Interior for Fish and Wildlife in December 1957, endorsed the $3 duck 
stamp. In my own State of Wisconsin, the Wisconsin Federation of Conserva- 
tion Clubs, consisting of more than 300 Wisconsin conservation organizations, 
on April 27, 1958, endorsed the $3 duck stamp. In an earlier letter to me of April 
13, 1957, Mr. Les Woerpel, the federation’s executive secretary, wrote: 

“T am sure that most sportsmen who hunt ducks wouldn’t object to the raise 
in the stamp fee if they knew that the original aim of the duck stamp was finally 
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going to be carried out. I know that they will object very much to any raise that 
wouldn’t give them that assurance. It is my hope that Congress will back your 
bill and pass it at this session.” 

The Milwaukee County Conservation Alliance, representing more than 40 
sportsmen’s groups, likewise backs the $3 stamp, with proceeds earmarked. 

At the convention of the National Wildlife Federation in St. Louis, Mo., on 
February 28—March 2, 1958, the $3 duck stamp was endorsed by a vote, by 
States, of 36-4. There is strong ground for believing that the 4 dissenting States 
did so because it was not made clear to them that a $3 duck stamp would be 
linked with a provision earmarking duck-stamp receipts for refuge acquisition. 

Subsequently, 3 of the 4 States have indicated approval of a $3 duck stamp 
if coupled with an earmarking of the funds for acquisition—the Alabama Wild- 
life Federation by action of its board of directors on May 5, 1958; the California 
Wildlife Federation by letter on April 26, 1958; and the New Jersey Federation 
of Sportsmen’s and Conservation Clubs, by letter of its president, Francis W. 
Smith, to the National Wildlife Federation dated April 26, 1958. 

This leaves in opposition only the Delaware Federation of Sportsmen’s and 
Conservation Clubs, Inc., and Mr. Charles Callison, conservation secretary of the 
National Wildlife Federation, informs me that the matter is being reviewed in 
Delaware, too. 

The Mississippi Valley Duck Hunt Association on May 5, 1958, also endorsed 
the $3 proposal. 

Finally, at the conferences on legislative problems held by the National Wildlife 
Federation in Washington, D. C., on December 2, 1957, the $3 duck stamp, with 
earmarking of proceeds for acquisition, was agreed upon without dissent by those 
present : 


A. D. Aldrich, director, Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission, 
Tallahassee, Fla. 

John H._ Baker, president, National Audubon Society, New York, N. Y. 

John A. Biggs, president, International Association of Game, Fish & Conserva- 
tion Commissioners, Seattle, Wash. 

Stewart M. Brandborg, assistant conservation director, National Wildlife Feder- 
ation, Washington, D.C. 

David R. Brower, executive director, the Sierra Club, San Francisco, Calif. 

F. Ross Brown, vice president, National Wildlife Federation, Albany, Oreg. 

Carl W. Buchheister, senior vice president, National Audubon Society, New York, 
WX. 

John D. Bulger, conservation education director, National Wildlife Federation, 
Groton, N. Y. 

Charles H. Callison, conservation director, National Wildlife Federation, Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

Roland H. Cobb, commissioner, Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and 
Game, Augusta, Maine. 

xeorge B. Fell, executive director, Nature Conservancy, Washington, D. C. 

C. R. Gutermuth, vice president, Wildlife Management Institute, Washington, 
D.C. 

Paul A. Herbert, vice president, National Wildlife Federation, East Lansing, 
Mich. 

Michael Hudoba, Sports Afield, Washington, D.C. 

William G. Huppert, treasurer, League of Maryland Sportsmen, Baltimore, Md. 

A. B. Jackson, Jr., field director, National Wildlife Federation, Springfield, Mo. 

Claude D. Kelley, president, National Wildlife Federation, Atmore, Ala. 

Bruce M. K:lgore, editor, National Parks Association, Washington, D. C, 

Thomas L. Kimball, chairman, executive committee, Interstate Association 
of Game, Fish & Conservation Commissioners, Denver, Colo. 

Roland McClamroch, vice president, National Wildlife Federation, Chapel Hill, 
N.C. 

H. R. (“Bud”) Morgan, field representative, soil bank-wetlands projects, Na- 
tional Wildlife Federation, Bismarck, N'.. Dak. 

Sigurd F. Olson, president, National Parks Association, Ely, Minn. 

Russell 8. Orr, executive secretary, League of Maryland Sportsmen, Inc., Balti- 
more, Md. 

Wayland Osgood, deputy director, Michigan Department of Conservation, Lans- 
ing, Mich. 

Fred M. Packard, executive secretary, National Parks Association, Washington, 
D.C. 
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Mrs. Jean R. Packard, director of information, National Parks Association, 

Washington, D.C. 

Joseph W. Penfold, conservation director, the Izaak Walton League of America, 

Washington, D.C. 

Kenneth B. Pomeroy, chief forester, the American Forestry Association, Wash- 

ington, D. C. 

Daniel A. Poole, editor, Wildlife Management Institute, Washington, D. C. 
Ira L. Porter, director, National Wildlife Federation, Oberlin, Ohio. 
Harry E. Radcliffe, vice president, American Nature Association, Washington, 

D.C. 

William L. Reavley, western field representative, National Wildlife Federation, 

Monte Vista, Colo. 

P. W. Schneider, director, Oregon State Game Commission, Portland, Oreg. 
Paul Shepard, chairman, conservation committee, National Council of State 

Garden Clubs, Galesburg, Ill. 

Carl D. Shoemaker, conservation consultant, National Wildlife Federation, Wash- 

ington, D.C. 

Melvin O. Steen, director, Nebraska Game, Forestation and Parks Commission, 

Lincoln, Nebr. , 

Ernest Swift, executive director, National Wildlife Federation, Washington, D. C. 

Mrs. Thomas M. Waller, conservation chairman, the Garden Club of America, 
Bedford Hills, N. Y. 

John C. Williams, president, Virginia Wildlife Federation, Fairfax, Va. 

Hugh B. Woodward, director, National Wildlife Federation, Albuquerque, N. Mex. 

Howard Zahniser, executive secretary, the Wilderness Society, Washington, D. C. 

The earmarking of duck-stamp funds for acquiring refuges will require that 
approximately $3 million annually now being diverted from duck-stamp receipts 
to administer other aspects of the Fish and Wildlife Service would have to be 
met by direct appropriations. I believe that well-supported requests by the ad- 
ministration for these appropriations on an annual basis will be sympathetically 
considered by the Congress. In this connection, it is worth observing that the 
Federal Government has been receiving more than $2 million annually from 
hay, fur, oil, timber, minerals and other goods produced on Federal wildlife 
refuges. 

An additional provision of H. R. 11607 would raise to 40 percent from 25 per- 
cent the portion of a wildlife area which may be opened to hunting, rather than 
held as an inviolate refuge. Finally, H. R. 11607 permits the leasing of land 
for refuges, as well as the purchase. This leasing provision will repair signifi- 

cantly a gap in the conservation reserve of the soil bank, which does not permit 
the payment of Government funds for leasing waterfowl production areas where 
they have not been recently used for growing crops. 


Mr. Reuss. I would say amen to the analysis by our colleague, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Gavin, who has summed it up very 
beautifully. 

The principles of this bill have been before your committee for the 
last year, and I am deeply grateful as a member for the great interest 
and dedication to conservation displayed by the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries Committee. 

It isa very happy omen, I think, for this legislation that it now bears 
the complete approval of the administration. And in that connection 
I would like to pay my personal tribute for the leadership shown by 
Secretary of the Interior Seaton and Assistant Secretary Ress Leffler, 
who really earned the praise of conservationists and sportsmen for 
all time by their enthusiastic backing of a real program to get the wild- 
life refuge program on its feet again. 

My statement sets forth the arithmetic of the thing, and I will not 
go over it again except to say in summary that under all estimates, 
even the most conservative, we need 4 million additional acres of 
Federal wildlife refuges, and at the average rate of acquisition for 
the last 20 years it w ill take us 333 years to acquire those refuges. By 
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that time the last migratory waterfow] is likely to have vanished from 
the North American Continent if we do nothing more about it. That 
is why H. R. 11607 and its identical companion : bills are, I believe, so 
necessary. 

AsI projected, the enactment of this legislation would mean that we 
could acquire these 4 million acres in around 20 years—20 years is a 
long time, but it is a lot better than 333 years. 

In addition to dedicating 100 percent of duck-stamp refuges, less 
service fees to the Post Office, to the acquisition of wildlife refugees, 
the bills principal provision is one raising the duck stamp from $2 
to $3. 

Obviously this committee would not wish to act in the matter with- 
out having ascertained the wishes of conservationists and sportsmen 
and duck and goose hunters throughout the country. They, after all, 
are the people who are going to have to pay the additional fee and, 
thus, support 100 percent of the program. 

I think, however, that the committee can very confidently assure 
itself that this bill would have the enthusiastic backing of the men and 
women who pay the duck-stamp fee every year. 

On pages 3 through 6 of my prepared statement I set forth a list that 
looks like a who’s who of the world of conservation on the question of 
whether sportsmen are willing to pay the $3 duck-stamp tax, and the 
answer is practically a unanimous “Yes.” 

My colleague, the gentleman from Wisconsin, Mr. Van Pelt, is 
thoroughly familiar with the Wisconsin Federation of Conservation 
Clubs, constituting some 300 conservation organizations in Wisconsin, 
and they have enthusiastically and unanimously endorsed the $3 stamp 
proposal. Their executive secretary, Mr. Woerpel, wrote me as fol- 
lows: 

I am sure that most sportsmen who hunt ducks wouldn't object to the raise in 
the duck-stamp fee if they knew that the original aim of the duck stamp was 
finally going to be carried out. 

That seems to be the sentiment everywhere, that if there is an ear- 
marking, as this bill proposes, then sportsmen everywhere will be glad 
to pay the extra $1. 

The National Wildlife Federation’s annual convention was held in 
February and March of this year in St. Louis, Mo., and there the $3 
duck stamp was endorsed by a vote by States, 36 to 4. 

Mr. Callison, the conservation director of the National Wildlife Fed- 
eration, is here and can, of course, respond to any questions the com- 
mittee may have of him. But my understanding is that, of those 4 
States which seemingly dissented from the general proposition that 
the $3 duck stamp was desirable, they did so under the apparent mis- 
apprehension that there was not a linking proposal or not a proposal 
that the total proceeds be dedicated to refuge acquisition. 

Since March of this year, when that resolution was passed, 3 of the 4 
States which seemingly dissented from the provision have changed 
their view and now adopt the proposition that a $3 duck stamp is fair. 
Of the 4 States that dissented, 3 of them—Alabama, California, and 
New Jersey—now endorse the $3 duck stamp as do the other States. 
The fourth State—Delaware—has not yet acted on it, but it is my 
understanding that the sentiment there is very strongly in favor of 
the $3 duck stamp, and I have little doubt that when Delaware acts on 
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it it will then make the list of States unanimous and there will be no 
dissent. 

At a conference here in Washington on December 2, 1957, almost 
every leader in the conservation field in our nationwide conservation 
organizations was present. The names of those present are set out on 
pages 4 to 6 of my prepared statement. That meeting unanimously 
adopted, without dissent, the principle of the $3 duck stamp with 
s~armarking. 

In this morning’s mail I received a letter from the Postmaster Gen- 
eral which requires a brief comment, I think. 

In his letter to Chairman Bonner, of May 3, 1958, Postmaster General 
Summerfield says that he does not like the provision at the top of 
page 2 of the bill for repaying the Postmaster General for the cost of 
engraving and printing the migratory bird hunting stamps, the duck 
stamps. “He si ays he would like the bill amended so as to include also 
reimbursement for other things the Postmaster General does at the 
request of the Fish and Wildlife Service, such as conducting a question- 
naire. 

I just would say in this connection that, as far as I am concerned— 
and I am the author of one of these bills—I do not find anything 
unreasonable about the Postmaster General’s reservation there, and if 
the committee, in its wisdom, should see fit to amend the bill as the 
Postmaster General suggests, I do not believe it would amount to any 
very material change from the bill as drafted by the Department of 
the Interior and as submitted by so many Members of Congress. 

Mr. Drncetx. I was just wondering—I heard my colleague say that 
Delaware was the one game and fish commission that had as yet ‘taken 
no position on this. 

Mr. Reuss. Not the game and fish commission, but the sportsmen 
and conservation federation. 

Mr. Dincetx. The reason I mention that is I circulated every State 
game and fish commission in the country, and the Delaware Game and 
Fish Commission sent me a telegram, as follows: 

Delaware Game and Fish Commission heartily endorses H. R. 11607 and 


identical bills and urges their passage. Destruction of habitat threatens all 
waterfowl. These bills will help avert loss of a great natural resource. 


NorMAN G. WILDER, 
Director, Delaware Game and Fish Commission. 

Mr. Reuss. I am glad that the gentleman has clarified the record on 
this point. As a matter of fact, the International Association of 
Game, Fish, and Conservation Commissioners, at its September 1957, 
conference, unanimously endorsed the $3 duck stamp with an ear- 
marking proposal, so that the only State conservationist organization 
which at the moment appears to be opposed to the $3 stamp is Dela- 
ware. But I have reason to believe that they will shortly reverse their 
position as was the case with Alabama, California, and New Jersey. 
I think they took their position because Me was not made clear that the 
$3 stamp ws as to be accompanied by earmarking. 

I would go on to say that no sportsman that I know of would 
endorse a bill to increase the duck st: ump if the same diversion that has 
gone on in the past would continue in the future. 

However, the great strength of this bill is that it ends the diversion 
and dedicates 100 percent, except for the very small amount that the 
Post Office should get, to wetlands acquisition. 
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Mr. Drincetu. I thank you very much for the very fine statement, 
Mr. Reuss. 

Mr. Reuss. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Bonner. Will any part of this increase be used for 
administration ? 

Mr. Reuss. No, sir; it will not be. 

Chairman Bonner. You mean now that this page 2, beginning at 
line 1, with reference to the cost of printing the stamps, is the only 
money that will be taken from the total amount collected for this $3 
stamp ? 

Mr. Reuss. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Bonner. The remainder of it will go into actual pur- 
chase of land and not be used for deciding which land is best and 
checking titles and this, that, and the other ? 

Mr. Reuss. It will go entirely into location, ascertainment, and ac- 
quisition by purchase or lease of suitable areas. 

Chairman Bonner. What are the words you used there ? 

Mr. Reuss. Location, ascertainment, and acquisition of suitable 
areas. 

Chairman Bonner. How much of this $3 will that take up? 

Mr. Reuss. I think Mr. Lefller can give a precise answer. My im- 
pression is that the location will be a ‘rather small part of the total, 
a very small percentage, and that the great bulk of the funds will be 
used for either buying land or leasing land, for either the rental or 
the purchase price. 

Chairman Bonner. There would be a limitation on what they are 
guing to pay for the leasing? Would it be a fair lease or what kind 
of lease? Maybe somebody - will get an excessive price for the leasing. 

Mr. Reuss. Certainly, it is not the intention of the authors of this 
bill to permit such a thing. 

Chairman Bonner. I understand, but there is a record to develop 
here in order that no complaint can be made afterward as to the way 
the money is spent. 

Mr. Reuss. I think it is very important that a record be made. 

Chairman Bonner. I am interested in the entire subject. I have 
been slow to agree to $3 because I did not want to see an additional 
dollar collected and just go tothe wind. 

Mr. Reuss. I think that the chairman’s point is very well taken. 

Chairman Bonner. There has to be so much office work today that 
you can use up all the money in office work and travel and ascertain- 
ment and investigation and so forth, and when you come down to 
getting the property there is not much left. 

Mr. Reuss. I think the chairman is speaking words which are very 
much in the interest of the Nation’s conservationists. I think that 
the committee might well want to provide that, within this total $3 
fund which is to be dedicated for acquisition and allied purposes, a 
limit be placed on what can be spent on paperwork. 

I know the duck hunters of this country are very impatient with the 
idea that their money is used not to buy marshes but to be used for 
administrative purposes out of line with a proper relationship with 
the land purchase, and I think that might be a useful strengthening of 
the bill, Mr. Chairman. 





DUCK-STAMP LEGISLATION 11 


Chairman Bonner. A man might lease his land and it would be more 
profitable to him than selling his land, and he would get a lease based 
on what would be more than a fair value for the land. 

Mr. Reuss. More than that, Mr. Chairman, if there should be im- 
provident administration of this bill and if high leases should be paid, 
that would send up the price of wet lands so that it would defeat the 
purpose of the program, and I think that a carefully drafted addi- 
tional sentence or two indicating the will of Congress that this money 
be providently administered to ac quire the most land for the least 
number of dollars would be very salutary. 

On reflection, I wish I had put something like that in. But I am 
hopeful that the committee can strengthen the bill in that respect. 

Chairman Bonner. I hope you will assist the committee in getting 
that proper language. 

Mr. Revss. I will be ver y glad to. 

Chairman Bonner. That is all. 

Mr. Dincetz. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Allen ? 

Mr. Auten. Thank you. 

Would you not share the opinion that it might be quite possible, if 
we set a maximum for administration, that the maximum would tend 
to become the minimum in actual practice and that the setting of such 
a maximum might actually be damaging to the objective of ‘the bill? 

Mr. Reuss. There is a lamentable ‘tendency when you say no more 
than 10 percent, for instance, it will always be 10 percent. It might 
be that the purpose the chairman has in mind could be better accom- 
plished by a direction in the bill to keep administrative costs to the 
minimum, that the purpose of Congress is to buy and lease wet lands, 
and that it is expected that this purchase and leeasing program be 
conducted in the most lean, taut, and administratively expeditious 
manner possible. 

Perhaps this can be done by the report or legislative history. 

Mr. Atuen. My understanding is that the funds to be spent period- 
ically must be passed on in advance by the Appropriations Committee, 
and that, while the fund is kept intact, nevertheless it may not be 
extended except by action of the Appropriations C ommittee and the 
Congress making the approval or appropriation from the fund for the 
pur pose of the bill. Isthat true? 

Mr. Reuss. I had not thought so, Mr. Allen. I had thought that, as 
at present, the fund is there and does not require action by the Appro- 
priations Committee. 

Of course, in the past the Appropriations Committee, by failing to 
appropriate, can in effect require the diversion of duck-stamp funds 
to other purposes, 

Mr. Aten. It would be your opinion that once the funds would be 
available they can be spent without further action by the Congress? 

Mr. Reuss. That is my intention in drafting this bill. It would 
be up to the Appropriations Committee, of course, each year, if the 
present Fish and Wildlife Service program for wet lands is to con- 
tinue at the same level, to appropriate out of General Treasury funds 
on the order of around $3 million additional over what it now appro- 
priates to carry out various fish and game functions. 
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I think, as Mr. Gavin said, that the Appropriations Committee and 
the Congress will not hesitate to do that. 

It should be pointed out that these wildlife refuges return to the 
Treasury an average of around $214 million a year in fees for musk- 

rats, cropping, grazing, and similar goods and services, so that the 
net burden on the Nation would be a relatively small one when you 
consider the national parks which are paid for basically out of appro- 
priated funds, the national forests likewise; and it does seem to me 
that the wildlife refuges have been a burden on the general taxpayer 
ina very, very small sense only. 

Mr. Aten. I was not at all concerned with the burden, but, rather, 
with whether or not there was a control by Congress over the future 
use of the funds that would involve some action and scrutiny. 

I understand that the duck stamp money has to be reported to the 
Appropriations Committee in the beolest, and to that extent I sup- 
pose there would be a revelation of any misuse. 

Mr. Reuss. The point raised by the gentleman is a valid one. 

Let’s look into the future as far as the human eye can see, and 
suppose that we do get on with this program, that 20 years elapses, 
and, happily, we have our 4 million acres, which turns out, under sound 
management, to be about what we need. I would then expect the 
Congress, through this committee, to amend the existing law and 
say that no longer is it necessary to have a $3 duck stamp dedicated 
entirely to wet-lands acquisition, and it can then be considered whether 
either to reduce the amount of the duck stamp or, perhaps, to require 
that the proceeds of the duck stamp be blanketed into General Treasury 
funds. Certainly, there would be no use continuing a program which 
had served its purpose. That, however, cannot happen for at least 
20 years. 

Mr. Auten. I can agree on that point. The point I have more in 
mind is the possibility that, perchance, in 5 or 6 years, when the peo- 
ple in charge have changed, someone would find a desirable piece of 
land worth $1 an acre on the lease and agree to pay $5 an acre for 
the lease. How would that be revealed to the ( ‘ongress / 

Mr. Reuss. Through Congress membership on the Migratory Bird 
Conservation Commission, of which the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania, Mr. Gavin, is a member, and of which the gentleman from Mis- 
souri, Mr. Karsten, is a member. 

Mr. Dincetx. I think there are also two Senators. 

Mr. Reuss. And, of course, two Senators, Senators Bricker and 
Hennings. 

Congress, Mr. Allen, set up that pattern with the view that its 
represent: itives from both the other body and this body on the Com- 
mission could keep pretty close tabs on the prudence of the admin- 
istration of our wet-lands acquisition. They have not had much 
to do in the last 20 years because there has not ben much wet-lands 
acquisition, but that has not been their fault. 

Mr. Auten. To raise it another way, there are enough people on it 
with enough diverse interests and background that someone would 
catch it ? 

Mr. Revss. I have confidence that this is a good setup. And, while 
I am just as interested as the gentleman in seeing that our money 
is not squandered by improvident leaseholds, I really think that this 
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system of specialization, whereby we send 2 Congressmen and 2 Sen- 
ators to this Commission, is an awfully good way of keeping tabs on it, 
and I know that they are conscientious and do look at those lease- 
holds and go out and look at the land and talk to neighbors in the 
vicinity and make other checks to make sure that it is not improvi- 
dently spent. 

I would say, in the future, if there is any lack of confidence on our 
part about the expenditure of that money, let us take such a 
as are necessary to fortify and bolster the Migratory Bird Conserve 
tion Commission. It seems to me that that is a good ad hoc arm of 
Congress to reach out and make sure that this program is properly 
administered. 

Mr. Auten. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Dinceti. Mr. Van Pelt? 

Mr. Van Per. No questions. 

Mr. Dineen. Mr. Glenn ? 

Mr. GLenn. No questions. 

Mr. Drneexxi. I would like to thank the distinguished gentleman, 
and compliment him as one of our outstanding conservationists. 

Mr. Reuss. Thank you. 

Mr. Dincetxt. At this point the Chair will recognize our distin- 
guished friend, the Honorable Frank Karsten, a Member of this body 
from the State of Missouri, and also a member of the Migratory Bird 
Conservation Commission. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK M. KARSTEN, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI 


Mr. Karsten. Mr. Chairman, for the purpose of the record, my 
name is Frank M. Karsten. I am a Representative from the State of 
Missouri. 

As a sportsman and one who has long been interested in the con- 
servation of our wildlife resources, I welcome this opportunity to 
appear before your committee in support of H. R. 12006 and the other 
similar bills on this subject. 

For about 11 years it has been my privilege to be a member of the 
Migratory Bird Conservation Commission. As the committee is 
aware, this Commission is charged with approving purchases, leases, 
and acquisitions of land for waterfowl refuges. 

I might address myself a little to the work of the Commission, in 
view of the questions that were raised during the testimony of the 
previous witness. 

With reference to the matter of leases, the Commission does very 
little of that work. Most of the leases that we have entered into over 
the last 11 years have been for normal fees, perhaps $1 a year. Others 
have been at a little higher prices, but, actually, the Commission does 
not doa great deal of leasing work. 

This bill, however, does contemplate that we will get more into leases. 

The Commission is composed of 7 members; 4 Members of Congress 
and 3 members of the executive branch. As you see, Congress has con- 
trol over the Commission by virtue of these 4 members; 2 from the 
House and 2 from the Senate. 
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We look over every purchase very, very carefully. As a matter of 
fact, we question anything that h: 1s three figures in it. 

Of course, we would be severely critic ‘ized if we were extravagant 
with this money, because we are in the nature.of trustees and we have 
to exercise the same degree of caution and the same type of approach 
that a trustee would have over any other fund. 

I believe it would be most unwise to shackle this legislation with 
restrictions such as have been described from the st undpoint of ad- 
ministration. No member of the Commission that I know of has ever 
made a trip to a migratory waterfowl] refuge at Government expense. 
I know I have never done that. That is not the practice. 

We send out teams, experts that go out, engineers, conservationists, 
and others. They make surveys, and they do it at the least practicable 
expense. They bri ing their reports back to Washington, and the work 
of the Commission is done in Washington, not out on these wildlife 
refuges. 

The Commission has proceeded extremely slowly over the last 11 
years that I have been on it. Two factors have been principally re- 
sponsible. The first is the method by which this Commission has op- 
erated. In the past we have met probably 2 or 3 times a year, buying 
an acre or two of land at a time on this refuge, that refuge, or some 
other refuge over the country, sort of a hit-and-miss proposition. 

A few months ago, we revised our acquisition procedures, and, un- 
der the new method under which we operate, the Commission approves 
an entire project. We go over each parcel of land, taking into consid- 
eration the price, the appraised value, what the engineers say about 
it, what the conservationists say about it. And, if we decide upon it, 
we approve the whole thing. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service is then in a position to go out and 
make the purchases as rapidly as they can negotiate. 

The legislation before us, I believe, will complement the revised 
procedures that we recently put into effect, in that it will provide 
funds to carry out the pure hases that we approve. 

There is no sense in approving acquisitions unless you have the 
funds to buy them. About the only funds that we have available for 
acquisition over the years has been the duck stamp receipts. Under 
the provisions of the old act, 85 percent of the funds are available for 
land acquisition, refuge development and maintenance, waterfowl 
inventories, and research and administration. With this latitude it 
has been all too easy to use most of the funds for other activities, leav- 
ing only a token amount for land purchases. In fact, during the entire 
span of the program—from 1935 through 1957—less than $714 million 
of the $54 million collected, or 14 percent, have been spent for this 
purpose. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service has estimated it will have to acquire 
about 4 million acres to complete its share of the waterfowl habitat 
preservation goal. It is anticipated that the States collectively will 
be able to acquire about 5 million acres. 

One of the witnesses preceding me said he estimated it would take 
about 330 years for the Federal “Government to acquire its share. I 
do not w ish to question his mathematics, but my mathematics tell me it 
is closer to 40U years, which is completely hopeless. 
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The obvious answer to our problem is adequate financing. The 
legislation now before this committee provides some encouragement. 
The provisions to raise the price of the stamp to $3 and to earmark the 
entire amount, less the costs of handling the stamps, for land acquisi- 
tion are very desirable features. At the current level of sales, these 
provisions would result in approximately $6,600,000 being available 
annually for land acquisition compared to $1. 400. 000 this ‘fiscal year. 
With this amount available, we can launch a stepped- -up program 
which will materially cut the completion time and insure the preser- 
vation of the more critical areas before they are lost to waterfowl. 

All the information I have received from sportsmen and various 
conservation organizations not only in my own State but all over the 
country indicate that sportsmen generally favor this legislation, pro- 
vided, of course, that the funds will be used for the purpose for which 
they are being collected. 

Another feature of the legislation which I wish to call to the atten- 
tion of the committee is the provision to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to open to hunting a maximum of 40 percent of any area 
that has been or will be acquired when the waterfowl population con- 
ditions are favorable. This will permit desirable management lati- 
tude so that the people paying the bill will have a greater opportunity 
to participate in the utilization of the resource. It will give necessary 
latitude to handle such contingencies as disease outbre aks on the ref- 
uges and cut down crop. depred: tions. Also, the current provision, 
limiting the opening to 25 percent of the areas acquired with duck- 
stamp funds, imposes serious administrative handicaps on those areas 
acquired with several different funds. 

I might give you an example of that. 

At some of the refuges the land is donated by other Government 
agencies. The States sometimes donate it. At another refuge we 
might lease some section at $1 an acre. Another part of the same 
acreage we may own outright in fee. 

I strongly endorse the provision to establish waterfowl production 
areas. The protection of these small marshes in the waterfowl breed- 
ing grounds of the United States is an integral part of the whole pro- 
gram of resource perpetuation. Current losses by agricultural drain- 
age threaten the continued production of waterfowl from these 
regions. Control by lease, easement or purchase, as well as encourage- 
ment to the landowners to recognize the values of wetlands in their 
natural state is absolutely essential. P ermitting hunting on the areas 
brought under this program is one way of developing owner willing- 
ness to put their small marshes in the program. 

I urge this committee to give favorable consideration to this bill as 
expeditiously as possible so that the Congress may have the oppor- 
tunity to consider the legislation during this session. We must move 
ahead in the refuge acquisition program with dispatch. And I believe, 
by the combination of our revised procedures in the Commission and 
the passage of this legislation, we will be able to accomplish it. 

I thank the committee. 

Mr. Dincett. I would like to thank the gentleman. 

Mr. Allen ? 

Mr. Aten. No questions. 

Mr. Dineen. Mr. Van Pelt? 


—E 
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Mr. VAN Petr. No questions. 

Mr. Dineetx. Mr. Glenn ? 

Mr. Guenn. No questions. 

Mr. Dinceti. Mr. Cederberg ? 

Mr. CreperserG. No questions. 

Mr. Dinceix. Mr. McIntosh ? 

Mr. McInrosu. No questions. 

Mr. Dineexy. I have just one question. 

Would you tell us how much money you can spend a year under the 
revised procedures that you have now ¢ 

Mr. Karsten. I think that we certainly can use the funds that would 
be available under this bill. Where we approve a whole project we 
could buy that as rapidly as we can negotiate with the people who own 
it, or we can lease it, or however we do acquire it. 

There is no limitation on how fast we can proceed except the funds, 
and that is the key part of the whole program. 

Mr. Dincevi. As I understand it, the present progr aming for duck- 
stamp funds expenditures through the Commission this year is about 
$1.5 million. Isthat correct ? 

Mr. Karsren. $4.5 million, I think it is. 

Mr. Dingett. Present duck-stamp revenues are about $4.5 million ? 

Mr. Karsren. That is correct. 

Mr. Dincewx. Under this bill I understand that the income antici- 
pated is about $7.5 million. 

Mr. Karsten. That is correct; around $6.6 million or $6.8 were my 
computations of it. 

Mr. Drncetx. Less about $150,000 for printing and distribution and 
so forth of the stamps. 

Mr. Karsten. Yes. 

Mr. Dineen. Would I be fair in assuming that you could spend all 
of that $7.5 million through the Migratory Bird Conservation Com- 
mission / 

Mr. Karsten. I believe that we could do it. Of course, there would 
be a portion of it that would go toward administrative expenses. 

As I say, we send these teams out, of engineers and conservationists 
and other experts, to these refuges. It is, naturally, an expense to 
vo out and make these surveys and studies, and it is a time-consuming 
procedure to talk with landowners, try to line up purchases, secure 
options, and things of that kind. Our ‘administrative expenses in the 
Commission have been very, very modest. 

Mr. Drneetx. Would you say that you watch those expenses quite 
carefully ? 

Mr. Karsten. We do, very carefully. As a matter of fact, a man 
can take a camera out on a refuge, photograph various parts, and 
bring the pictures back to Washington. That is 1 man can go instead 
of 7 taking a trip out there. 

Mr. Dineeitt. Do any other members have any questions / 

Chairman Bonner. I would like to ask one question. 

You say you spent about $1,400,000 ? 

Mr. Karsten. Yes. 

Chairman ig And you approved projects in what amount ? 

Mr. Karsten. I do not know the total figure. I believe Secretary 
Leffler can give you that. 
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Chairman Bonner. It has been the custom that about twice as much 
of the existing duck-stamp money goes into other things? 

Mr. Karsten. Administrative and other types of expenses in the 
department. 

Chairman Bonner. Land acquisition was the original purpose of the 
duck stamp. 

Mr. Karsten. Yes. And, of course, members of the Commission, I 
believe, by and large, favor this proposal which will help us as trustees 
of this "fund to administer it and carry out the intent of Congress to 

see that it is applied for land acquisition. 

Chairman Bonner. You have looked over the present bill and you 
think this will correct the inequity that now exists? 

Mr. Karsren. Yes. I am wholeheartedly in favor of it. 

Chairman Bonner. Thank you. 

Mr. Karsten. Thank you. 

Mr. Dineeti. Thank you, sir. 

At this time the Chair will recognize our colleague, Hon. Lester R. 
Johnson, Member of Congress from the St: ite of Wisconsin, a man 
who has had considerable interest in the subject over a number of 
years, and who has worked very hard on behalf of these bills and 
similar bills. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LESTER R. JOHNSON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN 


Mr. Jomnson. I have a very short statement today. 

The first time I come ‘before this committee I had a statement 
that took me over an hour to give. I made quite a complete study 
at that time of what was happening to the duck-stamp money. 

I am appearing today in favor of H. R. 12006 and other like bills. 

In 22 years under the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act: the 
duck hunters of this country “have volunt: arily paid to this Govern- 
ment $54,029,540, which was clearly intended for purchase of wet- 
lands as waterfowl refuges. It is to their eternal credit that they 
did not quit in disgust or come marching to Washington hunting some- 
thing besides duc *ks when they learned that less than 14 cents out 
of ev ary dollar they gave was actually being used to purchase wetlands. 

The filtering off of funds is a wholesale violation of the trust these 
hunters placed in their Government. 

I am pleased to note that the Bureau of the Budget and the Fish 
and Wildlife Service of the Department of the Interior now join 
Congress in recognition of the worthy target set up by hunters so 
many years ago. And I am especially please 1d that both these execu- 
tive agencies saw fit to endorse legislation which completely recog- 
nizes the validity of the hue and cry some of us have raised in Con- 
gress in recent years over this issue. I wish to congratulate them 
for this realistic, how ever belated, approach to the problem. I also 
wish to commend the chairman of this committee and other members 
who have worked so hard to bring some justice into the use of duck- 
stamp funds. 

About a year ago when it looked like the committee was going to 
come out with this $3 duck stamp, I sent a questionnaire to about 
5,000 sportsmen in my district, and the Wisconsin Wildlife Federa- 
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tion sent the poll to clubs outside of the Ninth District all over the 
State of Wisconsin. 

In this poll we gave the hunters a chance to vote on a $3 duck 
stamp, a $2 duck stamp, and a $4 duck stamp, and with 65 percent 
of the money going for acquisition of wildlife refuges. 

Of those who replied—and we had about a 10-percent reply in 
the district to the 5,000 questionnaires that were sent out, which, I 
believe, is conside1 eda very good response to a voluntary poll—77 
percent said they would be willing to accept at least a $1 increase in 
the duck-stamp fee if they could be assured that as much as 65 percent 
of the money would go to purchase of refuges. 

A Wisconsin conservation or ganization—which is the Wisconsin 
Wildlife Federation—circulated the same poll questions among organ- 
izations outside my district with the result that 74 percent of them 
agreed to at least a $1 increase if they were certain at least 65 percent 
of the money would go to wetlands purchase. 

I am sure that they would all endorse the legislation you have under 
study here today. 

On behalf of the conservationists in my district I wish to endorse 
this legislation wholeheartedly. With an estimated $6.5 million about 
to become available for wetlands acquisition where we talked in terms 
of hundreds of thousands of dollars previously, it would seem that 
a giant step is about to be taken forward in perpetuating our water- 
fowl resources. I certainly hope that you will give prompt and favor- 
able consideration to these proposals so that the House can consider 
a bill at the earliest opportunity. 

Mr. Dincetu. Mr. Bonner? 

Chairman Bonner. No questions. 

Mr. Drnceti. Mr. Allen? 

Mr. Auten. No questions. 

Mr. Dinceti. Mr. Glenn? 

Mr. Guenn. No questions. 

Mr. Dinceti. Mr. Cederberg? 

Mr. Ceperserc. No questions. 

Mr. Drneett. On behalf of the committee, I would like to compli- 
ment you for a very splendid statement this morning. 

I was wondering if it would be possible for you to give us, for the 
record, the questionnaire that you circulated, and the tabulation. 

Mr. Jounson. I would be glad to furnish it. I am surprised that 
I do not have it here with my statement. 

We will send it up and have it inserted right after my statement. 

(The questionnaire follows :) 

LESTER JOHNSON, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


bi dake os Yes. I favor increasing the present $2 duck-stamp fee to $4 providing 
50 percent is specifically earmarked for wetlands acquisition. 
inlet Yes. I favor increasing the present $2 duck-stamp fee to $3 providing 
50 percent is specifically earmarked for wetlands acquisition. 
spleen No. Iam against any increase in the present $2 duck-stamp fee. 
Other opinion, if any : 
Signed 


(Name) ( Address) (City) 


Mr. Drnceti. We will be very pleased to do so. I would like to just 
say that I can recall, when I first got interested in this, the gentleman 
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from Wisconsin who is now testifying had been working on this prob- 
lem for some while. It was 3 years ago that I got into this. 

Mr. Jounson. I talked on the floor in 1954, and I want to agree 
with the chairman of your committee that it is very important that ‘this 
money is going to go for wildlife acquisition of wet lands. I think that 
is something the committee wants to watch very carefully because, as 
I remember in my study, when we raised the stamp from $1 to $2 it 
was understood that that $1 was to go for ac quisition of refuges, and 
it has not worked out that way. I am not saying who is to blame. 

I noted the comment by Congressman Reuss in regard to the objec- 
tion of the Postmaster General. I do not have the figures here, but they 
are available in the committee records, and I think that there has been 
an awful jump in the last 3 years in the amount that the Postmaster 
General has been charging for the printing of the stamp and the dis- 
tribution of the stamp. 

I think the committee should watch, before it amends the bill, to be 
sure that we do not have the cost of the stamp jump up again as a re- 
sult of any proposed amendments. 

Mr. Dincetu. The committee will be watchful of that. 

I again would like to compliment the gentleman. 

Chairman Bonner. Mr. Chairman, if you let me take this matter 
up at this time—not to cause a diversion in the proceedings that are 

taking place, because I am very much interested—I want to call the 
attention of this subcommittee to a publication that is entitled “Con- 
servation News, National Wildlife Federation, Washington, D.C.” Its 
officials are noted as Mr. Ernest Swift, executive director, and Mr. 
Charles H. Callison, conservation director, and this particular edi- 
tion is dated March 15, 1958. 

Over on the floor of the House, each Member of Congress has the 
privilege of rising for a point of order or personal matters, and, if 
these two gentlemen are present—Mr. Swift and Mr. Callison—I 
would like them to come up here. Are they in the room ¢ 


TESTIMONY OF CHARLES H. CALLISON, CONSERVATION DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Catuison. Iam here, Mr. Bonner. 

Chairman Bonner. Will you sit up here just a minute, please ? 

Mr. Callison, who edits this publication ? 

Mr. Cauuison. I have been the editor of it. 

Chairman Bonner. This publication, gentlemen, is sent all over 
the country. I want to read to you a pi wagraph from this publication, 
and I quote, and I will ask that it be put in the record at this point: 


It is common knowledge that the chairman of the Merchant Marine and Fish- 
eries Committee has at times dictated how and when personnel can be hired 
under the new reorganization act. Such matters are administrative and cer- 
tainly should not come under the jurisdiction of the chairman of a congressional 
committee. It is all too common for boards, commissions, and committees to be 
sticking their fingers into administrative matters which commonsense and good 
administration dictate is none of their business. And it takes no college degree to 
understand why a man of Leiller’s broad business experience might be unhappy 
with such piddling interference. The question can be logically raised as to just 
where the interests of the coinmittee might lie; in some mythical advantage or 
in ducks and efficiency. 
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Mr. Callison, I wish you would explain this. 

Mr. Catuison. I am not sure that I can explain that, Mr. Bonner. 

Chairman Bonner. Those are serious charges to be broadcast all 
over the United States. Do you need this to refer to? 

Mr. Catuison. No. I recall it. 

Chairman Bonner. You tell us just what is the origin of this. 

Mr. Catutson. That isa signed editorial by Mr. Swift, the executive 
director of the National Wildlife Federation, as you noted. 

Chairman Bonner. It does not say here it is an editorial. It is just 
part of this publication. It is not a quote from any place. It does not 
appear as a quote. 

Mr. Catuison. No. It is a statement by the executive director of 
the National Wildlife Federation, and we consider it an editorial, 
even though it may not be so labeled, because it is a signed article and, 
of course, appears in our publication, which we take credit for and 
accept the responsibility for. 

I Believe Mr. Swift was referring to the understanding or the agree- 
ment that you had with the Assistant Secretary of the. Interior, Mr. 

Leffler, pert: uining to the hiring of additional ersonnel to round out 
the administrative force of the Fish and W rildlife Service. 

Under, I think, last year’s appropriations act, as I recall, the record 
showed that you had asked Mr. Leffler not to take on any more men 
in his administrative setup pending further investigations or possibly 
hearings by this committee, and, of course, that was after further dis- 
cussions between you and Mr. Leffler. 

I remember that the questions were cleared up, and the people were 
employed that were needed, and the business was proceeded with, for 
which all of us were grateful, both to you and to Mr. Leffler for work- 
ing those difficulties out. 

Chairman Bonner. Did you, or whoever wrote this or is responsible 
for this, happen to read the Congressional Record when this reorgani- 

zation of the Fish and W ildlife | Service was presented to the House? 

Mr. Cauuison. Recently, or in the last session ? 

Chairman Bonner. To find my statement there that it would not 
require more than so many people to effect the reorganization. 

Mr. Cauuison. Yes; I think I read your statement. I remember 
that. 

Chairman Bonner. That did not just come out of thin air. 

Mr. Caxuison. I realize that. 

Chairman Bonner. When a Member of the House makes a state- 
ment to the House, particularly a chairman of a committee, he is re- 
sponsible to the membership of the House for the outcome of the 
legislation. 

Mr. Cauuitson. That is right, sir. 

Chairman Bonner. I want you to understand that, in all of this 
transaction, Mr. Tollefson, the ranking Republican member of this 
committe, has been consulted, as well as Mr. John Allen. You ask 
“What is this piddling interference?” What does that mean ? 

Mr. Cauuison. I would not, undertake to interpret that adjective 
any more than you would, sir. 

Chairman Bonner. Is that a compliment to anyone who has en- 
deavored to try to do something for fish and wildlife and our outdoor- 
sports activities ? 
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Mr. Catuison. No; I think I would not regard that as a compli- 
mentary expression, sir. 

Chairman Bonner. Tell me what this mythical advantage may be. 

Mr. Cauutson. I don’t understand that, sir. 

Chairman Bonner. I am going to read you one more thing in this 
publication : 

A committee of Congress held star-chamber meetings and ground out a lot 
of garbage through their mill. Day was not given his day in court. There 
were so many stilettos stuck in Al Day’s back that the boys had to line up and 
wait their turn. I have had differences with Al Day and, on occasions, have 
fought his policies, which he will well remember, but I always have stood in 
front of him, so there was no mistake as to his opponent. 

What does that mean? Iam going to have both of you gentlemen up 
here, I think. Of course, I have jurisdiction over this committee a 
little bit. 

I want you to explain this, because people who are so reckless with 
their statements as this I do not think are qualified to testify before 
a committee of Congress. 

Mr. Canuison. We will certainly try to, Mr. Bonner, at your 
pleasure. 

Chairman Bonner. Where is this other man ? 

Mr. Cauutson. Mr. Swift is in California now. 

Chairman Bonner. What is he doing out there ? 

Mr. Cauuison. He is engaged in m: aking a study of the Fish and 
Game Department of the State of California. 

Chairman Bonner. And he is a responsible man to make that study, 
I presume. 

Mr. Catuison. We think he is well qualified. 

Chairman Bonner. You think these statements here are soundly 
based, do you? 

Mr. Cauutson. It is always possible for a reporter or an editorial 
writer to make errors in judgment or in fact. I think we are all 
human, and I think that is possible. I am sure that Mr. Swift had 
good reason for writing as he did, in his own mind, and I know that 
his intentions were entirely constructive. 

Chairman Bonner. What about this reference to Mr. Day? When 
did this take place? What isthis? 

Mr. Cauutson. I don’t know the facts about that, Mr. Bonner. 

Chairman Bonner. You must know something about it. What is 
it? 

Mr. Cauiison. I could testify only on a hearsay basis. I know that 
there was considerable controversy about Mr. Day at the time he was 
replaced in the Fish and Wildlife Service, and a great deal of that 
appeared in the Congressional Record, in statements that were plac ed 
in the record. Some statements were made on the floor, I believe. 
There was a good deal of discussion about Mr. Day and his policies. 

Chairman Bonner. What committee of Congress does this refer 
to? 

Mr. Catuison. I don’t know, sir. 

Chairman Bonner. And yet you edit this publication ? 

Mr. Cauuison. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Bonner. I am going to have you both up here, and I do 
not want you to be testifying here any more until you clear this 
matter up. 


81511—58——_-4 
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Mr. Cauutson. All right, sir. 

Chairman Bonner. I want Mr. Leffler to come up. 

Mr. Dincetx. The Chair is happy to recognize the Honorable Ross 
Leffler, the Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife in the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, a man that all members of this committee have 
great respect for. 

Chairman Bonner. And I have high regard and respect for the 
gentleman, too. 

Mr. Drncetu. He is a distinguished conservationist and a very fine 
man, personally. 

Chairman Bonner. Mr. Leffler, can you throw some light on this? 
Can you tell the committee in what manner I may have interfered ? 
And this is directed at me, as chairman of the Merchant Marine Com- 
mittee. I may have interfered with your administration of your posi- 
tion, and I want you to be perfectly frank. 


STATEMENT OF ROSS LEFFLER, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR FISH 
AND WILDLIFE, ACCOMPANIED BY D. H. JANZEN, DIRECTOR, 
BUREAU OF SPORT FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE, DEPARTMENT 
OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Lerruer. Yes, sir; I will be very happy to, sir. 

I think that, in fairness, I should state that, coming as a new man 
into administration with responsibility for reorganizing the Fish and 
Wildlife Service in accordance with the act, there were many problems 
in connection with that. It was our desire to keep the costs of admin- 
istration of the Service at the very lowest possible amount, which, as I 
understand it, was also the wish of the committee. 

There were some difficulties in arriving at the proper type of an 
organization, or an organization that would do the job with the 
minimum number of people, and there were a number of misunder- 
standings, and I am sorry to say, sir, and I apologize for it, that there 
was some misinformation furnished the committee. Therefore, until 
such time as that matter could be cleared up, we were asked by the 
committee not to make any changes, to add a great number of people 
to the organization, which would largely increase our costs. 

And we were able, after some months of very intensive study and 
work on the part of all of the staff, to arrive at what we considered a 
fair and square solution of the problem. We presented that to the 
chairman of this committee, who immediately said, “That looks fair 
to me. You may proceed.” 

Chairman Bonner. At the conference with respect to this, was Mr. 
Tollefson present ? 

Mr. Lerrirr. Yes, sir. On at least two occasions we discussed this 
matter here in Washington he was present; yes, sir. 

Chairman Bonner. What was your own statement with respect to 
the number of personnel that was submitted? What was your own 
statement with respect to the first proposal that came from your 
service / 

Mr. Lerrier. That it was entirely too large. I believe that we had, 
originally, 268 people on the list, and we finally came down to some 36. 
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Chairman Bonner. I want you to be very frank. Do you know of 
any way that the chairman of this committee, myself, has interfered 
with your administration of your duties? 

Mr. Lerruer. No, sir. 

Chairman Bonner. If it is true, I want you to be perfectly frank 
about it. 

Mr. Lerruer. I think that, in fairness, we should say that the mis- 
understanding on the number of people did slow us down a little bit, 
but I don’t think that the chairman of the committee, or the committee, 
was responsible for that. 

Chairman Bonner. That is right. You have answered the next 
question I was going toask you. You said that you did not think that 
the chairman of the committee was responsible for the new reorgan- 
ization as to personnel. 

Mr. Lerrtrr. When I said not responsible, I meant not responsible 
for the information that was furnished which, apparently, was 
erroneous. 

Chairman Bonner. Are you aware of the fact that this committee 
stated to the House, when there was objection to the reorganization 
plan on account of expanded personnel, that there would only be 27 or 
so new people? 

Mr. Lerrirr. That is correct, sir. And I think that, in fairness, we 
have met that objective, because the regional offices for the commercial 
fisheries had been contemplated prior to the passage of this organiza- 
tion, and I have felt all along that they should not be charged to the 
reorganization. The Appropriations Committee placed upon us a 
request for a division of the administrative services, which took 15 
more people. So, that is the reason that the numbers went up beyond 
the figure that was given before the House. 

Chairman Bonner. Are you aware of the fact that the former Sec- 
retary of the Interior came before the ranking member of the com- 
mittee and the chairman of the full committee and made an, arrange- 
ment whereby matters of refuge leases would be submitted to this 
committee for comment, approval, or disapproval ? 

Mr. Lerrier. Yes,sir. I have seen the correspondence. 

Chairman Bonner. That has been going on for some time. 

Mr. Lerrier. That is correct. 

Chairman Bonner. Was there any statement made by the chair- 
man of the full committee that he did not want the responsibility of 
administration under an arrangement like that ? 

Mr. Lerrier. That was made to me, sir. 

Chairman Bonner. Have you ever been to see the chairman with 
respect to that, to get that matter resolved and discontinued ? 

Mr. Lerruer. Yes; I have. 

Chairman Bonner. What was the result of it ? 

Mr. Lerrier. That the matter was resolved this way; that it would 
not be necessary to submit this to the chairman. However, it was felt 
that, in matters that might be of controversy of or special interest to 
the committee, they should be informed. But it was not a matter of 
seeking the approval of the committee any further. 

Chairman Bonner. I think Mr. Allen was present at some of these 
conferences; were you not, Mr. Allen ? 
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Mr. AuLen. I was present at several of the conferences, and I have 
listened rather carefully to these statements, and, in good part, I was 
present when the original statements were made to which reference 
has been made, and everything that has been said has been accurate. 

Chairman Bonner. Therefore, Mr. Chairman of the subcommittee, I 
do not think the gentlemen that made these reckless and careless state- 
ments and who permitted their publication should be permitted to test- 
ify before this committee until this matter is thoroughly thrashed out 
with both of them. 

Mr. Drnceii. With all due respect to the chairman of the full com- 
mittee, I rather question whether I, as chairman of the subcommittee, 
or anybody else as chairman of the subcommittee, can prevent any 
citizen from coming before a committee of Congress to express his 
views. 

Chairman Bonner. That is correct, but their testimony will have 
no weight with me in bringing this matter to the floor of the House. 
If they care to come up here and straighten this matter out, that is an- 
other thing. 

I am interested in conservation and wildlife. For a long time I 
hesitated on this $3 duck stamp for the reason that there are a lot of 
kids that cannot pay $3. Yet I know this is an important matter, 
and you are aware of the conferences that I have had with you about 
this. 

But I knew of no better time to bring this matter to the attention 
of the committee and let the record show the type of careless editing 
and dissemination of information that is going on. 

This is not embarrassing to me, because it is just a plain lie. Cer- 
tainly, it does not contribute anything to conservation or good sports- 
manship unless I am a liar and I am wrong. I feel very keenly 
about it. 

You proceed with your business. 

Mr. Dryeeri. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to say, for 
myself, that I have worked with the chairman of the full committee 
on this matter and on other matters, and have at all times found him 
not only fair but fair to the point of bending over backward. I have 
great personal respect and great affection for the distinguished chair- 
man of this full committee, and I want to say that I regret very much 
that that has occurred. 

I did detect something that concerns me. Am I correct in under- 
standing now that matters on this mineral leasing on wildlife refuges 
are not going to come to the full committee for approval or disapproval 
in the informal manner, as we have been doing in the past ? 

Chairman Bonner. As I say, we have a responsibility to legislate, 
gentlemen. Weare not responsible for administration. 

You would be surprised to know how many requests I get to approve 
something in advance that the administration is going to do. Mr. 
Tollefson, were he chairman of the committee, or Mr. Allen, or r any- 
body else, with your legislative duties, private office business, and in 
this committee, would have a burden. It is a responsibility that is 
delegated by law to the administration, and it is presumptive. 

We have now, with Mr. Leffler, an exchange of letters. And what 
is the situation now, Mr. Leffler? You just tell us. 
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Mr. Lerrirr. There have been some very rigid regulations and 
stipulations inaugurated which practically give us the protection that 
we feel is necessary to the wildlife refuges and the game rangeland. 
It is understood under the new regulations that there will be no leasing 
of oil and gas rights on the refuges except in the case of a national 
emergency, which we all recognize, or in the event it is deemed that 
they are being drained. Otherwise, no leases. On game ranges, they 
will be protected so that they will not in any way be destroyed for 
the principal purpose for which they were set up. It is the multiple- 
use principle. 

It is necessary that we move, when these come up, with reasonable 
speed, and it was felt that, by keeping the committee informed on 
anything of any major nature or that might be controversial, we would 
be fulfilling the wishes of the committee rather than making the com- 
mittee responsible for approval or disapproval of a proposal, which 
is, obviously, unfair to the chairman. 

Mr. Diner. The reason I asked that is I recall that we had that 
question before us, and instead of reporting out specific legislation on 
the subject, we worked out an informal agreement, and this is the 
first I have heard of any change in that agreement, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Bonner. That is correct. 

Mr. Dinceix. I must say, before I arrive at any permanent con- 
clusions on that point, I intend to look into that matter further be- 
cause I had, as I am sure all the other members will recall, some 
extremely strong views on the subject of leasing under your predeces- 
sor, Mr. Secretary, and the extremely slipshod manner in which leas- 
ing was hi ndled at that time by the Department. 

I am pleased with the regulations. I have had the opportunity to 
go over them and look at them. But I must say I am always extremely 
fearful of leasing in the area of the sort that you administer. And, 
while I have the | greatest affection and the most intense personal re- 
spect for you, sir, and for the present Secretary, for the way they 
have handled the Department, I still find that we may have eroded 
away something which we had established, at least as I had thought, 
as a pretty. good safeguard for the future, and this, I must say, Mr. 
Chairman, is the first I heard of this. 

Chairman Bonner. This has just taken place, and it was my in- 
tention to call it to the attention of the full committee. 

Mr. Dinceii. Am I to understand that this action is final? Or is it 
subjec t tothe approval of the committee ¢ 

Chairman Bonner. It is subject to the approval of the full com- 
mittee. But, as chairman of the full committee, I have had this cor- 
respondence with Mr. Leffler, and I might read the letter. 

Mr. Dineeti. Mr. Chairman, would it be proper at this time to 
continue with this matter then, and consider this subject at a later time 
in either the full committee or the subcommittee ? 

Chairman Bonner. Yes. 

I appreciate very much your letting me interrupt this meeting and 
take sufficient time to explain this matter because I say again T just 
think it is unfair and it is irresponsible to send out such publications 
as this all over the United States. 

I want these two gentlemen who issued this to come up here and 
substantiate it. 
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Mr. Dincett. I am sure that they will be more than happy to come 
before the chairman. 

Chairman Bonner. I do not know whether they will be happy or 
not. I would not agree with that statement. 

I just feel keenly about this because I am not one to take unfair 
advantage. I do not know what mythical advantage I would get out 
of such a transaction as this. It just simply is beyond me, this sen- 
tence here of “piddling interference.” 

I think cmubeds with any dignity or respect for his own position 
would take offense at such a publication as this. 

Mr. Dincexx. I would like to say to the chairman that I feel he 
has been eminently fair in all his dealings with this committee and 
with the Department, and I would like to salute him as one of the 
distinguished conservationists of the country. 

Chairman Bonner. You may proceed. 

Mr. Drneetu. The Chair recognizes the distinguished Secretary. 

Mr. Lerrier. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I would like to say 
that I consider this bill that is pending before the committee at the 
present time one of the most important pieces of legislation con- 
servationwise that has come for some time, and I believe that it means 
the difference, if passed, as to whether we have ducks in the future 
or not. 

I would like to register strong support for H. R. 12006. This bill 
has the unqualified approval of Secretary Seaton. We are hopeful 
that this bill will provide the means for stabilizing our waterfowl 
conservation program. If we are to maintain the current level of 
this country’s waterfowl resources and hold out any hope for im- 
provement in the future, enactment of this legislation is essential. 

The Department has reached the conclusion that our waterfowl 
populations cannot continue at their present levels with any less 
habitat than we now have. Yet our wet-land and marsh areas upon 
which waterfowl are dependent still are disappearing at an alarming 
rate. A national wet-lands inventory compiled in 1955 disclosed that 
there are only 8,820,000 acres of high-value habitat and 13,617,000 
acres of moderate-value habitat still available to waterfowl in the 
continental United States. 

It is estimated that not less than 12,500,000 acres of land suitable 
for waterfowl management should be brought under public control 
to provide for waterfowl habitat needs. At the present time the 
Fish and Wildlife Service has 3,500,000 acres under management. 
The State fish and game departments collectively control approxi- 
mately 1,600,000 acres. 

It is proposed that the Service acquire an additional 4 million acres 
of waterfowl habitat and that the States secure 3,400,000 acres to 
achieve the objective of preserving 12 million acres of waterfowl] habi- 
tat under public control. 

We estimate that the Federal share of this acquisition can be ac- 
complished in about 20 or 25 years under those provisions of the bill 
which, would increase the price of the duck stamp from $2 to $3 
and earmark all of the net receipts for land acquisition. 

Since the enactment of the original Duck Stamp Act 24 years ago, 
the receipts from the duck-stamp sales have amounted to slightly 
more than $54 million. The present Duck Stamp Act permits the 
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expenditure of 85 percent for refuge operation and development, 
administration, and research and surveys along with land acquisition. 
In times of economy it has been expedient to use most of these funds 
for activities other than land acquisition. The disappointing result 
has been that less than $7.5 million, or 13.7 percent of the total col- 
lected has been used for land purchase. 

I am sure this point has already been brought to this committee’s 
attention, but 1 would just like to emphasize it and that you are 
aware of the sportsmen and conservation organizations’ requests to put 
all of the money from the duck-stamp sales into the land- acquisition 
program. These requests are satisfied by the major feature of H. R. 
12006 which calls for earmarking 100 percent of the net revenue from 
the sale of the duck stamps for land-acquisition purposes. 

On the other hand, I want to point out and I want to emphasize 
that this earm: arking ' will require increasing direct appropriations for 
enforcement, very important refuge maintenance and development, 
and waterfowl investigations by a like amount if these other phases 
of the program are to be carried on at current levels. 

I would like to interpolate in my statement at this point that it is 
proposed that for the land that would be acquired under this 100- 
percent earmarking there would be little or no development work 

carried on for the present. In other words, it would be a land bank 
ie us, or duck bank, if I may use that term. 

At the 1959 level the required increase in direct appropriations 
would amount to $3,253,000. The matter of offsetting the duck-stam 
funds with increased direct appropriations has been discussed wit 
the Bureau of the Budget. We have that agency’s assurance that 
this approach is agreeable to them. 

We consider the immediate acquisition of the 4 million acres of 
waterfowl habitat so important that we propose to give priority to 
land acquisition over development, as I stated earlier. Development 
of these areas may, therefore, have to proceed at a much slower pace 
than their acquisition, but the important point is that this essential 
waterfowl habitat will be preserved through public ownership or con- 
trol. This is the only way we can foresee our saving enough marsh- 
lands to insure perpetuation of our waterfowl resources at levels which 
will permit a reasonable annual harvest. 

[ might at this time also add that marsh and water areas have many 
other values besides those charged to waterfowl. This habitat is 
usually shared with many other species of wildlife. 

Mr. Dinceiu. Mr. Secretary, I notice you have some members of 
your staff here in the committee room with you today. Would you 
like to have them sit beside you during this presentation ? 

Mr. Lerrier. If there are some quest ions, I may need them, yes? 

Mr. Dinceiu. Very well. 

Mr. Lerrier. In some open-water areas, fishing can become a sec- 
ondary use of prime importance. In the coastal marshes, benefits ex- 
tend to shellfish and other forms of commercial value, and I might 
say the oyster, - menhaden and the shrimp industry are dependent 
upon coastal area 

Last year over 8 million people visited our refuges to see and photo- 
graph wildlife and to enjoy fishing, boating, and picnicking on these 
areas. While these are secondary benefits, they are important and 
should not be overlooked. 
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In closing I would like to again repeat : I urge that you give favor- 
able consideration to H. R. 12006. 

Thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. Drncevt. Mr. Bonner. 

Chairman Bonner. I would just like to compliment the Secretary 
on his statement. I agree with him on the advantage that the property 
gives to other than wildlife. 1 personally know of the great advantage 
to shellfish in North Carolina at your Rose Bay Reservation and in 
other areas. I am glad you brought that in. 

Mr. Lerrier. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Dineetx. Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Auten. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, we were talking a little earlier about the budgeting 
and appropriations procedures and the necessity, or lack of it, for 
limiting expenditures from the fund other than for acquisition. Would 
you discuss the budgeting procedure for us somewhat ? 

Mr. Lerrier. In connection with the land-acquisition program I 
would like to point out that in making a study of a block of land the 
cost for 1 acre would be almost equivalent to the acquisition of 100 
acres because the people would have to go out, see it, talk to the 
people and so forth. 

On the small amount of land that we have been purchasing, our 
costs have been running about one-seventh. 

Mr. AutEN. That would be 14 percent roughly for the services in- 
volved, and the balance of 86 percent for the price of the land ? 

Mr. Lerrier. That is right. This last year we spent $715,432 on 
the land-acquisition program, of which approximately $100,000 was 
used in surveys, the acquisition, titles and what not. 

Mr. Auten. That is out of the duck-stamp fund ? 

Mr. Lerrter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Auten. Do you think there is any need or desirability for an 
amendment here that would say not more than 15 percent or not more 
than 20 percent could be used for other than the purchase price or 
the rental ? 

Mr. Lerrier. I would like to point out, Congressman Allen, this 
one difficulty if that were done: if we had a number of very small 
tracts requiring a great deal of survey and what not, and we are bound 
to get into that, our costs would be much more out of proportion than 
they would be if we were buying a large tract of 10,000 or 20,000 
acres. 

So it would be rather difficult to place a limit on that. The Migra- 
tory Bird Commission, however, watches very closely our actions in 
regard to any expenditures of funds. 

Mr. Auten. That brings me to the next question. 

What is the appropriations procedure, whether it is within our 
Appropr iations Committee in the Congress or in the Fish and Wildlife 
Service or under the control of the Commission ? 

Mr. Lerrter. The Commission regulates all the expenditures under 
the duck-stamp money except the money that has been moved over 
from the duck stamp for various activities, and I wonder if you would 
be interested in knowing just what has been done since 1935 on that, 
which will give you the picture. 
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The total receipts were $54,029,540 up to and including 1957. The 
Post Office Department received $1,009,426 of that. Land acquisition, 
including surveys, title examinations, and so forth, was $7,449,908. 
Enforcement—and that is extremely ee aeeaeg! | $6, “490 '950, 
and that must go on. Research received $2,287,519. Then refuge 
maintenance—these are the big items—was $18,395, 573. And refuge 
development, $10,513,588. 

I would like at this point to point out that in the new bill there is a 
provision which does not require that a refuge be developed before any 

yortion of it can be open to public hunting, which is an advantage 

cause, inasmuch as we propose to let this land lie in a bank, so to 
speak, we would like to be able to open that up to 40 percent or 25 
percent, whatever the committee decides, for public hunting, if neces- 
sary without waiting for full development of the area. That has been 
a bone of contention with a great many people when the land has not 
been developed, and I might say that throughout the years it is going 
to be very difficult to fix any time when any refuge is fully developed. 

Engineering received $676,650. That was engineering other than 
engineering necessary for acquisition. 

Administration, other than land acquisition administration, was 
$1,925,814. Under the terms of this, that would be wiped out, of 
vourse. 

River basin studies and waterfowl] preservation and so forth received 
$681,670. 

Mr. Auten. Getting to the procedure, does someone in the Fish and 
Wildlife Service prepare a budget or something similar to what is sub- 
mitted the Appropriations Committee, but submit it to the Commis- 
sion before any expenditures are made ? 

Mr. Lerrier. I am going to ask Mr. Janzen to answer that question. 

Mr. JANzEN. No. We estimate the amount of money that we can 
spend during the next year for land acquisition and these various 
items, and it is included in the budget, and it comes up before the 
Appropriations Committee. But it is not submitted in advance to 
the Migratory Bird Conservation Commission. 

Mr. Atien. Can you make expenditures without having appropria- 
tions from the Appropri: ations Committee ? 

Mr. Janzen. No, sir. That is all budgeted in advance. That is 
what we have to follow. 

Mr. Auten. Is that the procedure that would be followed in this 
bill if enacted ¢ 

Mr. JANzeEN. That would be my understanding; yes. 

Mr. Dincet. Mr. Janzen, will you give first, your full name for the 
record and then come up and sit beside the Secretary. 

Mr. Auten. In the submitting of that budget, are the amounts 
broken down to show that amounts will be used for direct land acquisi- 
tion and, in addition to that, the amounts that would be used other- 
wise ? 

Mr. Janzen. I believe that that would show in the detailed informa- 
tion that is sent to the Appropriations Committee; yes. 

In making our justific ations we show the amount that we expect to 
use for land acquisition and for other purposes, and that is determined 
in advance. 
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Mr. Auten. The appropriation, I presume, is a lump-sum appro- 
priation for the whole program. 

Mr. Janzen. Yes. For example, this year it was $1,600,000 for land 
acquisition, and that did include the overhead for the Land Acquisi- 
tion Branch, the negotiators that actually do the optioning and the 
appraisal work and so forth. However, the figures that came to me 
indicate how that is broken down. Whether all that detail goes 
to the Appropriations Committee I am not sure. I would have to 
check on that, and if you want that information I will be glad to fur- 
nish it for the record. 

Mr. AuieNn. I was thinking of the provisions of the bill, whether it 
was a sufficient protection with regard to procedure for the future 
spending of the money. 

I am not sure yet whether we need something in the bill that would 
require a report so that we know how much money was going into land 
and how much into services. 

Mr. Lerrier. I can answer that one. 

We make an annual report to the Migratory Bird Commission 
wherein all of the expenditures are broken down for their information. 

Mr. Auten. Is that before or after the money is spent ? 

Mr. Lerrier. That would be afterward. Of course, if we are out 
of line, then they would be on us. 

Mr. Auten. At least they would know about it. 

Mr. Lerrrer. That is right, and we would have difficulty, I can 
assure you, if we were out of line. 

Mr. ALLEN. One other line of questions. 

Is there a degree of cooperation between the Fish and Wildlife 
Service and the Commission in making up a program before it is 
crystallized into a set of projects ? 

Mr. Lerrier. The Commission has shown a great deal of interest, 
particularly the Members of the Congress, in the program and the 
development of it, and work very closely with us in the working out 
of the new procedures and so forth. 

Mr. Auten. Whose responsibility is it to work out the overall pro- 
‘am ? the Commission or the Bureau of Sports Fisheries ? 

Mr. Lerrier. The Bureau of Sports Fisheries and Wildlife. 

Mr. AtLEN. What isthe responsibility of the Commission ? 

Mr. Lerrter. To approve the purchases or leases that we request ; 
to see that money is properly expended; and to see that we make our 
land purchases and follow through with the program. 

Mr. Auten. It is more a matter of auditing than administering, 
then, I take it. 

Mr. Lerrier. No purchase or lease can be made without their 
approval. 

Mr. Auten. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Bonner. The thought occurred to me, Mr. Allen, if you 
would yield, that this report goes to that Commission ; and this com- 
mittee, that has the responsibility, does not have any information 
on it. . 

I remember back years ago there was a special select committee on 
wildlife headed by the now Senator Robertson, who was a Member 
of the House. and it had 2 or 3 members of this committee on it, and 
from that I think grew this Commission. It was during that period. 

How old is this Commission ¢ 
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Mr. Lerrier. It was created in 1929. 

Chairman Bonner. It was about then. There were members of 
this committee on that Commission. Now there are not. So this 
committee knows very little about what goes on in that field that 
you were developing. 

Mr. Lerrier. 1 was not aware that you did not get that report. 
But we will see that you do. 

Chairman Bonner. Will you yield to me? 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Bonner. You spoke about this recreation and shellfish 
development. I do not usually like to divert from the issue before us, 
but since you brought it up, you do have one area in my part of North 
Carolina that you granted permission for the people of that area to 
use this Rose Bay Reserve as a recreational area. The three hurricanes 
that visited the coast washed away and destroyed the pier where 
people would launch their boats and then tie them to this pier. Just 
this week I had a letter asking about that, whether you were going to 
restore this pier. It is just a boardwalk pier. It is not expensive 
construction. The people furnish the seats and benches for the park 
area. They were destroyed. They are going to put them back. I 
wonder if you would give some thought to that. 

Mr. Lerrter. We will take a look at that, and I will let you know, 
sir. 

Chairman Bonner. It offers a great diversion to a large number of 
people. 

Mr. Lerrier. And I think it is quite important that we do permit 
the people to come into those areas and, wherever possible, we are 
doing that all the way across the country. 

Chairman Bonner. I wish one of your assistants would make a note 
of that and let me know. 

Mr. Lerrier. Yes, sir. I have it and I will watch it. 

Chairman Bonner. It is Rose Bay in connection with the Matta- 
muskeet Refuge. 

Mr. Lerrver. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Bonner. Thank you. 

Mr. Dineety. The Chair recognizes Mr. Van Pelt. 

Mr. Van Petr. Mr. Leffler, in the event that this legislation is en- 
acted into law I think one of the questions that I might have coming 
from some of the sportsmen in Wisconsin would be pertaining to the 
rehabilitating of some of the open areas of shooting. Does the De- 
partment w ith these funds ever go in to do any planting in other areas 
other than refuges that are under your control ? 

Mr. Lerrcer. = We would have to spend the money that we had 
on the refuge area 

You mean on oe ivate land ? 

Mr. VaN Petr. No. This would be public. I am thinking of the 
Wolf and the Fox Rivers, and we have several other areas in the State 
where, due to the changing in the water levels, the bog in the natural 
feeding ground has been destroyed. 

Mr. Lerrter. Wherever we can and have the money, we try to re- 
store those, and we are going to have to raise more ducks, and I will 
answer your question this w ay: 

With the increasing population in the lease areas we are going to 
have to do more intensive planting, feeding, and farming, if I might 
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use that term, on our areas in order to produce more ducks per acre 
than we have in the past. 

Mr. Van Petr. Thank you. 

Mr. Lerrter. I didn’t bring out very clearly the pothole situation, 
which is very vital to us, and probably in the pothole area a great deal 
of that will have to be leasing rather than purchase. We will have to 
engage in both of those programs in the areas of the potholes. 

Mr. Van Pew. One of the things that would concern the sportsmen 
is, due to the varying seasons when you have a large amount of mois- 
ture or you are short of moisture the potholes dry up, and here are 
these large natural feeding areas that have been destroyed by nature. 
That was the reason for my question. 

Mr. Lerrter. You understand, of course, that I am not familiar 
with that particular area from a personal observation. I am trying 
to get around as rapidly as I can under the general policy that we are 
trying to develop, as rapidly as we can get the funds available to do 
so, knowing that we have to do that. 

Mr. Van Petr. Thank you. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Drncett. Mr. Glenn? 

Mr. Gienn. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Drncett. Counsel has some questions. 

Mr. Zincxe. Mr. Secretary, are you familiar with the objection of 
the Postmaster General to this bill ? 

Mr. Lerruer. I just heard of it for the first time this morning. 

Mr. Zincke. You are familiar with the objection without going into 
detail on it ? 

Mr. Lerrier. You would like to know my opinion ? 

Mr. Zincke. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lerrier. I would think that if they would not go all over the 
lot, if we could control the expenditures by authorizing them, there 
would be no objection to reimbursing them for any out-of-pocket 
expense. 

Mr. ZincKe. Will you supply suggestions for language to take care 
of that? 

Mr. Lerrier. We will be very happy to do so. 

Chairman Bonner. May Lask what that is? 

Mr. Zinckr. Yes, Mr. Bonner. 

Under existing law, in addition to reimbursement for engraving, 
printing, issuing, selling, and accounting for the stamps, there is a 
provision. for personal services in the District of Columbia and else- 
where and for such other expenses as may be necessary in executing 
the duties and functions required of the postal service under this act. 
And the Postmaster General is requesting that that provision for per- 
sonal services be included in this bill. As the bill stands, it only pro- 
vides for reimbursement for the printing, engraving, distributing, 
selling, and accounting. 

Chairman Bonner. What is the estimate ? 

Mr. Zincke. There are no estimates, sir. But, among other things, 
there is a requirement for mailing, distribution, and chee ‘king of ¢: rd 
questionnaires sent to the purchasers of migratory-bird-hunting 
stamps, and the Postmaster General is requesting that a provision be 
inserted to provide for his expenses in that connection. 
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Mr. Lerrier. We would like to have permission to submit language 
for that, to protect ourselves, too. ; 

Mr. Drincety. I might recall for the committee that the previous 
cost of this service was about $150,000 a year. Am I correct on that? 

Mr. Lerrier. One of the speakers before me made this statement: 
The cost back in 1936 was $25,000; in 1957 it was $136,000. 

Mr. Drnceiu. You have reduced it somewhat by new procedures? 

Mr. Lerrier. The peak was in 1955—$179,814. 

Mr. Drncetu. That is precisely the point I am sure every member of 
this committee is concerned about—how we are going to hold this 
figure down so that the Post Office, which is notorious in its attempt 
to charge—and I am not speaking for any member of the committee 
here now other than myself—every operation possible against some 
other department of the Government, will not stick the duck-stamp 
fund with a whole series of what otherwise should be proper Post 
Office charges, as they are trying to stick the letterwriters of this coun- 
try with a 5-cent stamp. 

Mr. Lerrier. We believe they should be reimbursed for all legiti- 
mate expenses they incur, but we want to be sure that there is nothing 
charged that should not be charged. 

Mr. Dince.u. I hope you will be extremely careful in drafting your 
substitute language, because I know the post office, and I have very 
little faith in them on this particular point. 

Were there any further questions ? 

I have just a brief question or two, Mr. Secretary. I want to know 
this: 

Will you tell me whether or not my understanding is correct? I 
understand at some point back that the figure that was actually fixed 
as necessary to preserve the waterfowl population of this country was 
actually something on the order of 17.5 million acres. Am I correct? 
Rather than 12 million acres, as you told me? 

Mr. Lerrier. I am not familiar enough with that to know. The 12 
million figure is the one that I have heard. 

Mr. Janzen ? 

Mr. Janzen. I think that 17.5 million figure probably relates to our 
refuge system, which includes a lot of land other than waterfowl 
habitat. 

Mr. Drnceti. My recollection is the figure 1714 million acres was 
used in the hearing a year or so ago. I do not want to make a great 
issue of it, but that is my recollection. I am almost sure that that was 
the figure that the Department used at that time. 

Mr. Lerrirr. Does this figure sound familiar—17,361,141 ? 

Mr. Dincetx. That is about right. 

Mr. Lerrier. That includes all of the land in the refuges, the game 
ranges, and so forth, and that is our present holdings, including the 
land in Alaska, Hawaii, ard Puerto Rico. 

Mr. Dincett. I would just like to compliment you, Mr. Secretary. 
I know you are one of the men who is responsible for this legislation 
being in the fine shape it is. I would like to just stress one point: The 

assage of this legislation will require additional appropriations to 
handle functions like management of refuges, resources, investiga- 
tions, and also the policing of the Federal migratory-fowl lakes which 
are carried out now in large part due to duck-stamp revenue. I am 
right on that ? 
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Mr. Lerrirr. That is right. We have about 700,000 in round figures 
for enforcement, and, if I may say so, we need, as I pointed out before 
this committee, more men, and we need a little bit more money for 
law enforcement. That is only about half of what we have had, 
however. 

I do want to emphasize the need now. If we do not develop these 
refuges, that can wait for a few more years, but law enforcement must 
go on. 

Mr. Dincetu. Are there any further questions ? 

Chairman Bonner. What becomes of the ammunition tax and those 
taxes that are levied on hunters, guns, and so forth ? 

Mr. Lerrier. The ammunition tax 

Chairman Bonner. Goes into the General Treasury # 

Mr. Lerrier. It goes to what is known as the Pittman-Robertson 
fund and is allocated to the States on a formula that takes in the num- 
ber of licenses issued plus the area of the State, and then they must 
match that money, with the exception of Hawaii and Alaska, by put- 
ting up 25 cents for every 75 cents that we put up, and that is used for 
development in the States themselves. Any money that is left over 
and is not allocated or used goes into our refuge fund. 

Chairman Bonner. It does come back to you? 

Mr. Lerrter. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Bonner. I think for this record, Mr. Chairman, it might 
be good if we could get a vear or two of the history of these funds to 
put in thishearing. I think it would be interesting. 

Mr. Lerrier. You would like to have not only the Pitman-Robert- 
son, but the Dingell-Johnson fund. 

(The information follows :) 





Statistics on Federal aid in wildlife restoration funds 


| | Apportion- Administra- | 
Fiscal year Collections |mentsto States} tive dedue- | Reversions# 
and Territories | tions 2 
Rl cicada teria ee te lh al ct aie $10, 266, 257. 56 | $11, 904, 903. 02 $242, 650. 86 $360, 154. 28 
Sakis dincee stasis acrteanie dh ih dhl iadatehiitiin dads 12, 400, 507. 64 9, 906, 800. 00 359, 457. 56 652, 307. 63 
ihnidivess tumdantedieamainéasnietedsernateie 14, 302, 000, 43 14, 423, 993. 72 670, 007. 64 365, 679. 84 
teks thstihiadevaitienis dada lias Sate tieli 15, 149, 178. 52 16, 380, 000. 00 615, 494. 15 254, 078. 99 
isk icckierearaiscaeinemennaniaads ieantnteerunatngil (4) 17, 100, 000. 00 742, 672. 24 5 79, 803. 62 








1 Sums shown for 1956, 1957, 1958, include 44 of the $13,500,000 backlog accumulated in early years of the 
Pittman-Robertson program and now apportioned out in 5 equa! installments. 

2 Although the act nermits a deduction of 8 percent, a sum averaging 3.6 percent of collections has been 
used annually for administration of the act and provision of engineering and land appraisal services. 

3 These sums were not obligated by the States in a 2-year period and reverted to the migratory biru con- 
servation fund. The amount reverted from 1939 to 1957 represents 2.6 percent of the total appropriated, 
less deductions for administration. 

4 Not available. 

5’ These reversions have taken place through Mar. 31, 1958. 
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Statistics on Federal aid in sport fish restoration funds 





| 
| | Apportion- | Administra- | 
Fiscal year | Collections | mentstoStates| tive deduc- Reversions 2 

and Territories | tions ! 
selniatineentesillaiiniinsibeliinie | oni ie biccapneeil wilbians | astintprcemindansiipeitiinnaiili 
Ph ninkéanconsamsen ca codeine ‘ $4, 625, 337. 87 $4, 419, 916 $136, 699. 07 $20, 701. 21 
ER cnteitabnie a 5, 347, 425. 43 4, 532, 800. 92, 537. 87 19, 495. 65 
ED cncesteh le cage canter os tathec Saad 5, 149, 917. 75 5, 047, 400 300, 025. 43 23, 082. 78 
SE eilhto la dckintekeles tiehteliniata ines ira - 4, 717, 219. 88 4, 946, 000 203, 917. 75 81, 678. 77 
i ibibttsacecdbdsbidsnasddbchahaodin (3) 4, 437, 000 280, 219. 88 4 107, 860. 48 


| 


1 Although the act permits a deduction of 8 percent of all collections for administrative purposes, an aver- 
age deduction of 4.2 percent has been made in this 5-year period. 

2 The sums not obligate 1 by the States within a 2-year perioi revert to the sport fish research program of 
the Bureau of Sports Fisheries ani Wildlife. They amount to about | percent of the total appropriated, 
ess deduction; for administrative purposes. 

3 Not available. 

4 These reversions have taken place through Mar. 31, 1958. 


Chairman Bonner. Yes. I think such information in this record 
would be timely. 

Mr. Lerrier. The Dingell-Johnson is a tax on fishing tackle. 

Chairman Bonner. That would not go in this, then? 

Mr. Lerrier. No; well, to a certain degree in the development of 
fishing waters. 

Chairman Bonner. That is all right. 

Mr. Lerruer. I will be glad to submit it and then you can decide. 

Chairman Bonner. I am interested for the sake of anyone who 
might read this record. 

I would also like to ask you, Mr. Secretary, if you would not give 
us for the record that series of figures on duck-stamp refuge expendi- 
tures through the years, if you ‘would submit that for the record at 
your convenience. 

Mr. Lerrier. The one I just read from? 

Chairman Bonner. Yes, sir. I have seen that and used it but I 
was wondering if you would care to submit that. 

Mr. Lerruer. I will put it in the record. 

(The document referred to follows :) 
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Mr. Dince.yi. Were there any further questions? 

Mr. Janzen, would you like to have your statement made a part of 
the record ¢ 

Mr. Janzen. If you will, please, sir. 

Mr. Drncety. That will be done. 

(Mr. Janzen’s prepared statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF DANIEL H. JANZEN, Director oF BureAvU oF Sport FISHERIES 
AND WILDLIFE, CONCERNING H. R. 12006, To AMEND THE Micratrory Brrp 
HUNTING Stamp Act oF Marcu 16, 1934, as AMENDED 


Mr. Chairman, I should like to speak in favor of H. R. 12006, a bill to amend 
the Duck Stamp Act. In particular, I would like to outline how the various pro- 
visions of this legislation will help the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife 
meet its obligation to preserve and manage the Nation’s waterfowl resources. 

This bill provides for four major revisions of the present Duck Stamp Act. It 
wil raise the price of the stamp from $2 to $3. It wil dedicate all of the receipts 
less the costs of printing and handling the stamps, to the location, ascertainment, 
and acquisition of land and water areas suitable for use as feeding, resting, and 
breeding grounds for migratory birds. 

It will permit the Secretary of the Interior to open to hunting a maximum of 
40 percent of any refuge area heretofore or hereafter acquired irrespective of 
the source of funds used or the manner of establishment. 

It will establish a system of waterfowl production areas to be managed pri- 
marily as waterfowl breeding grounds. 

The provision that increases the price of the duck stamp from $2 to $3 appears 
to be fully justified when compared with other expenses incurred by duck hunters. 
A box of shels that cost $2 in 1949 now costs more than $3. The waterfowl habi- 
tat acquisition program which these receipts must finance has steadily become 
more costly. 

There has been considerable discussion by interested groups concerning the 
question of increasing the duck-stamp price. At its September 1957 meeting, the 
International Association of Game, Fish, and Conservation Commissioners (the 
official organization of the State fish and game departments) passed a resolution 
supporting the increase from $2 to $3 for the price of the duck stamp. Similarly, 
the Secretary’s Advisory Committee on Fish and Wildlife, a group which is 
composed of leading conservationists, made a like recommendation at its Decem- 
ber 1957 meeting. Several of the State federations of sportmen’s clubs, and 
regional game associations have adopted resolutions supporting this idea. Con- 
sequently, Secretary Seaton has given his support to the proposed increase in 
the price of duck stamps, provided such an increase is accompanied by assurance 
to the contributing sportsmen that there will be an accelerated program of 
acquisition of waterfowl! habitat. 

This bill will provide such assurance by directing that all of the revenues from 
the duck-stamp sales be used for land acquistion, after deducting the Post Office 
costs for printing and distributing the stamps. 

We anticipate that this earmarking of a $3-duck stamp will make available 
annually between $6 million and $7 million. At an estimated cost of $40 per acre, 
it will take about 25 years to complete the acquisition of 4 million acres of water- 
fowl habitat which we feel must be preserved under this program. This will not 
do the complete job, but it does represent a real effort to save the critical water- 
fowl habitat. Our objective is to acquire this vital wildlife habitat while the hab- 
itat is still available, even though it may be necesary to defer for some years the 
development of these lands. The continuing loss of these lands through drainage 
and subsequent use for agricultural, urban, and industrial development makes 
us feel certain that only by placing such lands under publie control through 
purchase or lease can we hope to preserve sufficient acreage to provide essential 
breeding, feeding, resting, and wintering areas in this country to accommodate 
the needs of waterfowl. 

The dedication of these receipts for land acquisition will require increased 
appropriations from general funds to offset the amount of duck-stamp funds 
now being’ used to finance the other activities currently authorized in the 
Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act. During the 1959 fiscal year, $3,253,000 
will be used for these other functions. In conducting our future program 
following enactment of this legislation, we would request funds through normal 
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budgetary procedures for law enforcement, development, maintenance, and 
operation of refuges, and the conduct of surveys and research which are 
essential to the proper management of our migratory-bird resources. This 
plan of financing our waterfowl operations that have heretofore been financed 
in part with duck-stamp funds has the approval of the Bureau of the Budget. 

Another feature of the legislation would confer upon the Secretary of the 
Interior discretionary authority to open a maximum of 40 percent of any refuge 
to the hunting of migratory game birds. Presently, this authority is limited 
to 25 percent of the land areas acquired with duck-stamp funds, which has not 
given us sufficient latitude to properly manage the birds on some areas. Fur- 
thermore, this problem has been greatly complicated by the fact that on many 
areas lands were purchased in part from funds other than duck-stamp receipts. 

A recent legal study indicates that refuge lands purchased with other than 
duck-stamp funds pursuant to the provisions of the Migratory Bird Conserva- 
tion Act cannot be opened to hunting unless such opening is specifically pro- 
vided for in other legislation. This creates an almost impossible administrative 
situation. Discretionary latitude as provided in H. R. 12006 is essential to 
correct this condition and permit the opening, within the 40-percent limitation, 
of all national wildlife refuge lands to public hunting where necessary or 
desirable in furtherance of the proper management of the waterfowl resource. 
For example, we have had outbreaks of botulism where it was most desirable 
quickly to drive the birds from the infected area through hunting pressure. A 
further consideration is the possible use of hunting pressure to cope with 
problems of waterfowl depredation on private lands near refuges where water- 
fowl concentrate, or to permit greater utilization of an abundant species. Also, 
we are mindful of the fact that as public agencies acquire larger percentages 
of the remaining lands frequented by waterfowl, provision must be made for 
public hunting. I especially wish to call to your attention the fact that even 
though the Secretary has discretionary power under this bill to open 40 percent 
of any refuge to the hunting for migratory game birds, he will be required 
by law to observe the provisions of section 4 of the Administrative Procedure 
Act which would thus call for a notice of proposed rulemaking before adopting 
a regulation permitting waterfow! hunting on a refuge. 

The provision which would grant authority to acquire or control small marsh 
areas as waterfowl production units is definitely needed. Under the proposed 
program of preserving small nesting areas in the production region, we propose 
to acquire or lease the highest production areas. These will be small scattered 
potholes and marshes which have no significant value as sanctuaries for the 
birds during the migration period. It would be wholly unrealistic to open only 
a part of each of these small areas, a high percentage of which will be 2 to 5 
acres in size. Further, we believe that the benefits would not be commen- 
surate with the costs of administering these small areas as inviolate sanctuaries 
during the open season. 

Another important factor that has influenced our thinking along this line 
is that many of the landowners would resist our efforts to purchase or lease 
these small areas if they were to be closed to hunting. In order to carry out 
the planned program effectively, we propose to open or close these small areas 
as good management dictates. Hence, these areas should not be classed as 
national migratory-bird refuges. 

The effective date for the proposed increase in the price of the duck stamp 
is fixed as July 1, 1959. This date is proposed to avoid any unnecessary fiscal 
complications. Likewise, to permit an essential realinement of the fiscal pro- 
gram in the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, July 1, 1960, would be 
fixed as the date following which the net proceeds from duck-stamp revenues 
would be devoted exclusively to the accelerated land-acquisition program. 


Mr. Drncetx. At this time, then, the Chair will recognize Mr. John 
Baker, president, National Audubon Society. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN H. BAKER, PRESIDENT, AUDUBON SOCIETY 


Mr. Baker. Mr. Chairman and gentleman of the committee, my 
name is John H. Baker. I am president of the National Audubon 
Society. I would like at the outset to say that although some of my 
remarks are going to be a little at variance with those of my very good 
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friend, Mr. Ross Leffler, whom you have just heard, our objectives are 
essentially the same and any difference is in detail as to method. 

I am sure, Ross, that our friendship will be as great in spite of any 
differences. 

I appreciate greatly, gentleman, the opportunity to present the so- 
ciety’s views with regard to H. R. 12006. 

We favor increase in the price of the duck stamp and a higher price 
than that proposed in the bill. We favor provision that 85 percent, 
not all, of the duck-stamp receipts be required to be used for acquisi- 
tion of lands for national wildlife refuges. We realize that such pro- 
gram needs to be completed before suitable lands may no longer be 
available. It has been officially estimated that funds to be antici- 
pated from duck-stamp sales, if this bill be enacted, would take 25 
years to permit acquisition of the some 4 million acres goal. Why not 
set the duck-stamp price at a figure that would make it possible to 
complete this objective in 8 years, getting the job done? 

The reason for favoring 85 percent rather than 100 percent for land 
acquisition is that we think it desirable to continue to provide for 
financing research and enforcement, as heretofore, out of duck-stamp 
funds rather than risk their being adequately financed by annual 
appropriations. 

You see, Mr. Leffler and I are in complete agreement on the enforce- 
ment importance and the research importance and only differ on 
whether it seems best to use that 15 percent, that for years has been 
part of the Duck Stamp Act set-up for enforcement, research, and the 
Post Office, for that purpose, rather than turn to the Congress for an- 
nual appropriations for those two items, and I might add as an aside 
that it has been our observation through the years that if the Budget 
Bureau or the Committees of Appropriations in Congress want to be 
economy minded, research is one of the first things that gets it in the 
neck, and I suppose you gentlemen realize that if the enforcement 
funds are to be annually appropriated by the Congress you are going 
to acquire a great deal of pressure grief in connection with a matter 
that seems to me primarily one of administration and better the 
responsibility of the Department of the Interior. 

We do not favor provision that any percentage of national wildlife 
refuge acreage be open, at the discretion of the Secretary of the In- 
terior, to public hunting. We do not believe that it is the proper 
function of the Federal Government, but rather of the States, to make 
provisions for public hunting. We believe it is not only a proper 
function, but the duty of the Federal Government, to protect migra- 
tory waterfowl and not facilitate their destruction. 

Originally, the Duck Stamp Act of 1934 provided that refuge land 
acquired with proceeds of the sale of duck stamps be inviolate. Over 
our strenuous opposition, the act was amended in 1949 to permit the 
opening to public hunting, at the discretion of the Secretary of 
interior, of up to 25 percent of the acreage of each refuge— 
except that no such area shall be open to the shooting of migratory birds when 
the population of such birds frequenting the area, or in the migrations utiliz- 
ing such areas, is on a decline, nor prior to the date upon which the same has 
been fully developed as a management area, refuge, reservation or breeding 
ground, whichever is later. 

Since 1952, facts have been disregarded insofar as compliance with 
the first exception is concerned. Pressure has recently been, and 
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is now, on to raise the percentage of any refuge open to hunting 
to far more than 25 percent, and the bill now before the committee 
for consideration would increase this percentage from 25 to 40 percent. 

There is reference in the bill to “waterfowl production areas,” 
essentially small wetlands, such as potholes, which are to be 100 
percent open to hunting. There is therefore need of definition of the 
maximum size of “waterfowl production areas,” else all national wild- 
life refuges might be so classified and thus opened 100 percent. We 
would suggest that no area 100 acres or more in size be classified as a 
“waterfowl production area” as the term is used in this bill. 

I would like to insert in my testimony here the opinion that we 
would recommend that no refuge of less than 5,000 acres, other than a 
“waterfowl production area” as defined in this bill, and limited to a 
maximum of a hundred acres, be opened in any part to public hunting. 

I am talking about refuges between a “waterfowl production area” 
and 5,000 acres in total size. 

We recommend avoidance of any tampering with existing pro- 
visions of other laws, proclamations, or executive orders, with regard 
to the inviolate sanctuary character of areas acquired heretofore or 
hereafter, and that amendments now considered be limited to amend- 
ments of the Duck Stamp Act; that no authorization be given for 
present or future transfer of any unobligated balances remaining in 
the migratory bird conservation fund to make such available for 
expenditure only for the purposes specified in the Duck Stamp Act. 

Since 1952 there has grown within the Fish and Wildlife Service the 
viewpoint that the main purpose of the Service in managing the water- 
fowl resource is to provide maximum harvesting opportunity to the 
relatively few people who buy duck stamps. The migratory waterfowl 
should be protected and conserved by the Federal Government in the 
interests of the American people as a whole, not just to provide 
hunting opportunity for the fraction thereof who enjoy hunting. 

We trust that your subcommittee will, in its wisdom, decide to 
amend the bill to at least “hold the fort” by reducing the 40 percent to 
the 25 percent prevailing since 1949, and preferably to entirely elim- 
inate, in the public interest, any provision for public hunting in na- 
tional wildlife refuges. 

Progressive increases in the percentage of such refuges open to 
hunting destroy their waterfowl] refuge character. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Drncetz. Mr. Bonner ? 

Chairman Bonner. Mr. Baker, I am greatly interested in the 
Audubon Society and I guess I am sort of a rampant conservationist, 
but you say in this third paragraph on page 1: 

We do not favor provision that any percentage of national wildlife refuge acreage 
be open, at the discretion of the Secretary of the Interior, to public hunting. 

It so happens that I am very familiar with a refuge known as Pea 
Island on the coast of North Carolina. In my hunting days I hunted 
there quite a bit and the birds there were of Ane quality—duck, geese, 


Brant, and so forth. Since it has been closed the area has a sufficient 
amount of vegetation to take care of them for only a limited length 
of time. The geese go there and stay. They eat up all the vegetation 
and they get weaker and weaker, just like a man reducing his calory 
supply each day gradually; they don’t fly; they don’t move around. 
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It is the same thing with a man. The weaker he gets, the more sus- 
ceptible he is to disease. 

or years I have talked about this with the Fish and Wildlife Serv- 
ice. They have had the bodies of these birds taken to laboratories and 
tested, and they report liver trouble and different kinds of troubles. 
The native hunters that hunted there previously know of the quality 
of these birds when it was a private shooting area, and now the game 
that comes off of there eventually and gets out where it is shot is just 
not good to eat. I do think if those birds were stirred up it would be 
to the best interests of conservation, because a large number die, and 
if there was just small, limited hunting there to stir those birds up and 
move them around, I believe it would be to the advantage of the per- 
petuation of Canadian geese, because that is what frequents this area. 

There is also a large flock of snow geese. I think the only snow 
geese in that area winter at this particular place. With the Canadian 
geese and the snow geese, and the ducks, and others, ducks get up and 
move off, but the Canadian Geese stay there. The record will show 
that for years and years I have taken this matter up with the Fish and 
Wildlife Service to find out what to do with this situation. 

It is a strange thing. We will say about 50 miles away by air at 
Mattamuskeet, New Holland, you do not find this thing existing, be- 
cause there the area is aividtll ‘ne sections. There are four sections 
for hunting. There are four sections for nonshooting. The birds find 
out pretty quick where to go and they stay in this nonshooting area 
quite a bit unless they elect to fly around some themselves. 

This has continuelly been brought to my attention and I am in- 
terested in it. This area lies in the national seashore park area. There 
is in the seashore park a large migratory hunting area and if there 
could be an exchange between the seashore park of closing down a 
limited amount and the Fish and Wildlife keep a game warden in this 
area, and open up Pea [sland a bit, it would balance the thing off. 
Therefore, though I am tremendously interested in your testimony, I 
do think that some degree of practical application of protection must 
be applied. I merely point that out in a case that I know of personally. 

According to my best recollection down there when we dedicated the 
seashore park. They were right along the road and if a car comes 
along they do not pay a bit of attention. They are nibbling on what 
they can get. There is not much left. 

Mr. Baker. According to my best recollection, these geese have 
swallowed so much spent lead, in areas which have been heavily shot 
over for years, that I doubt that, if they were additionally shot at, 
they would move away any more than they do now. Lead poisoning 
has rendered them unable to move around much. 

Mr. Bonner. Though I agree with you thoroughly in the purpose 
of your organization, I merely point that out because the day is com- 
ing when we will not see geese or duck unless something is done. 

Mr. Baxer. Mr. Chairman, may I make an additional comment that 
bears on what Mr. Bonner has said? I would like to make it clear 
that our society has never been nor is it now opposed to hunting. It 
has always recognized the recreational value of field sports legally 
pursued and also believes in the law of supply and demand and con- 
sequent regulation of take to preserve an adequate breeding stock. 
When, Mr. Bonner, you say wouldn’t it be all right to have just a little 
hunting in an area 
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Chairman Bonner. That is like a little sin, is it not ? 
Mr. Baxer. I think so, yes. Where are you going to stop? 
First it is 5 percent, and it winds up 100 percent. 

Chairman 30NNER. You have the situation at Mattamuskeet Lake 
that you only hunt in certain areas and I and everybody else agree 
that that is a splendid thing. 

Mr. Baxer. Now the proposal in this bill is to increase it from 25 to 
40 percent and maybe next year it will go from 40 to 60 percent. 

Dinsiewian Bonner. I am discussing this one area where I think 
there ought to be something to disturb them and make them move 
around. 

That is all. 

Mr. Dincetxz. Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Auten. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Baker, I am a little uncertain as to just the philosophy of the 
Audubon Society in these financing operations. What little I know 
of the history of the duck-stamp bill leads me to believe that it was a 
levy on duck hunters with their consent on the theory that the ultimate 
number of ducks available for hunting would be increased or at least 
kept somewhat stable. It seems to me from what you have said that 
these objectives of research and other things that might come out of 
this fund are as much for the benefit of the general public, particularly 
having in mind Mr. Leffler’s comment as to the recreational values 
and other values in addition to preservation of wild fowl, as they are 
to the hunter. 

I somewhat doubt our moral right, if you can call it that, to levy 
a tax on the very small number of people who buy duck stamps for the 
general public good. Do you as a representative of the society believe 
that matters for the general good should be taken out of the general 
fund rather than from the duck-stamp fund ? 

Mr. Baker. Not necessarily. When the Duck Stamp Act was origi- 
nally enacted in 1934 and, as you say, the sportsmen’s organizations 
agreed to paying a tax for a stamp, there was no thought of that 
qualifying the national wildlife refuge itself to be opened up to hunt- 
ing. That came as an amendment in 1949. I think the sportsmen are 
to be congratulated upon being willing and ready to be taxed for that 
purpose. I never felt that that gives them any exclusive rights any 
more than you and I get exclusive rights with regard to the rules of 
the road when we buy a car license. It is just a tax. 

Mr. Auten. That may be true, but here we rely in some measure at 
least on the assurance that the duck hunters are willing to be sub- 
jected to a 50-percent increase in their present tax, but along with 
the proposal that that might gain them these pothole areas “and a 
40-percent opening where conditions would justify. Should we not in 
some measure of fairness say “We won’t give you 40 percent and we 
won’t take your $3,” as it comes to us as one proposal, rather than 
say “We will take the $3 but you don’t get any additional benefit out 
of it.” 

Mr. Baxer. It doesn’t seem to me that the Congress would want 
to let money buy policy and I think that is what your proposal would 
amount to, wouldn’t it, that, if they are going to put up so much 
money, you would do thus and so. 
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Mr. Auten. The proposal lies, I think, in adherence to the age-old 
principles that those who get the benefit should bear the burden. If 
we are going to have a program that is of benefit to the general public 
it would seem to me improper financing to charge it to the relatively 
few duck hunters. I take it we just do not agree on that. 

Mr. Baxer. I would say there would be great public support for 
general fund financing if the refuges were to be treated indefinitely 
as inviolate refuges. 

Mr. Aten. I suppose there could be a parallel program if we 
wanted inviolate refuges, but I can’t quite see the taking up of so much 
land just at the expense of the duck hunter and making it inviolate 
unless there is scientific evidence that there must be an inviolate pro- 
vision to preserve the duck stock. There doesn’t seem to be any agree- 
ment that such is the case. 

Mr. Baxer. As I understand it, Mr. Allen, there is no difference 
in our eee tee except that granted that the hunters are willing 
to buy a duck stamp, and are interested in financing this land acquisi- 
tion 

Chairman Bonner. I make a point of order that the House is in 
session and this committee has not permission to sit. 

Mr. Dincewu. I would like to ask the gentleman if he won’t with- 
draw his point of order and let us hear this one witness. 

Chairman Bonner. I asked you if you wanted to hear this witness 
and then discontinue the hearings. 

Mr. Drncett. I told the chairman we would adjourn right after 
that. Didn’t I say that we would adjourn after this witness? 

Chairman Bonner. All right. 

Mr. Dincexxt. Does the gentleman withdraw his point of order, 
then ? 

Chairman Bonner. Yes. 

Mr. Baxer. I will be glad to not make the remark which I was 
about to make, which I don’t think is essential. 

Mr. Dincetxi. The witness will make his remark that he intended 
to make. 

Mr. Baxer. Mr. Allen asked me a question, and my reply was I 
felt there would be great public support for general-fund financing 
of many of these refuge costs if they were inviolate refuges, and that 
the only difference in opinion, as I see it, between Mr. Allen’s and my 
remark is that he feels that there must be at least some portion of the 
refuge open to hunting to justify accepting the tax money from the 
hunters as long as they wish to hunt. We are advocating that, as a 
matter of general policy as regards national wildlife refuges, there 
should not be public hunting and that that should be the province of 
the States to supply. That is the only difference that I see. Then it 
becomes a question of: What price stamp and how much money? I 
think the main danger that we are trying to point out is that there 
will be constantly an increase in the amount of those refuges open to 
hunting until they cease to have waterfowl-refuge character. 

I have been in touch with this now, actively, about 25 years, and I 
have testified, I think, at all the hearings in Congress on this duck- 
stamp matter from the beginning, and the trend has been strongly, 
over a 25-year period, toward opening more and more of the refuges 
to hunting to a larger extent. I do not see any indication of a cessation 
of that trend. . 
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Mr. Aten. I agree that there is no cessation, but I am also a little 
inclined to think if we want an inviolate area we should get it out of 
the general fund, just like we get the national-parks money out of the 
general fund or the general ownership of the entire people. 

I don’t like to let the suggestion pass that we take money from a 
limited group of people and, possibly, because it is harder to get appro- 
priations than it is to divert a fund from such a group, that we should 
relinquish our efforts to get the general good taken care of out of 
general fund. 

Mr. Baxer. I don’t think we would differ, Mr. Allen, at all in our 
viewpoints as to which source the money came from. I see no objec- 
tion, from our standpoint, to having the money come from the general 
fund, provided that the refuge character is maintained. 

Mr. Auten. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Dincex. Mr. Van Pelt 

Mr. Van Petr. It was my understanding, Mr. Baker, that the States 
do play a part in determining when these refuges will be opened up. 

Mr. Baxer. In my reference to the States, I am referring to the 
States providing their own public hunting grounds for their citizens, 
not on Federal refuges. 

Mr. Van Petr. That would certainly meet with my approval, but 
we have initiated this program, and I am thinking of one area that is 
very close to my home, where the State in cooperating with the Depart- 
ment did close it down for 2 weeks after the general zone was opened 
because of their concern, but I am also concerned with the harvest that 
is necessary for the bird migrating, and where you have the Federal 
Government in there controlling and, having then established these 
refuges, it is my opinion that a portion should be opened. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Dinereti. The Chair recognizes Mr. Glenn. 

Mr. Guenn. [ have no questions. 

Mr. Dincett. I just wanted to ask one question of this witness, and 
that is: Will you oppose this bill if it comes out in its present form? 

Mr. Baxer. I would say that depends on what you mean by “op- 
pose.” We would continue, I think, to feel as we do about the content 
of the bill. 

Mr. Dincert. The question is: Will you oppose the bill as it is 
presently drafted if it comes out ? 

Mr. Baxer. I would say Yes.” 

Mr. Dinceti. No further questions. 

Before we adjourn for the day, without objection, I will insert in 
the record the statement of Mr. Spencer M. Smith, Jr., secretary of 
the Citizens Committee on Natural Resources, concerning this subject, 
and also a telegram addressed to Mr. Boykin, the chairman of this 
subcommittee, by W. S. Vickerman, president of the Washington State 
Sportsman Council, Ellensburg, Wash., in support of H. R. 12006. 

(The telegram and statement referred to follow :) 

{LLENSBURG, WASH., May 5, 1958. 
Hon. Frank W. Boykin, 


House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Waterfowlers here support your H. R. 12006 as needed to save our waterfowl 
resources. We urge favorable action in Fisheries and Wildlife Subcommittee. 
Request this be read into record. 


W. S. VICKERMAN, 
President, Washington State Sportsman Council. 
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TESTIMONY OF SPENCER M. SMITH, JR., SECRETARY OF THE CITIZENS COMMITTEE 
ON NATURAL RESOURCES, ON 8. 2617, H. R. 11607, H. R. 11642, anv H. R. 12006 


Mr. Chairman, I am Spencer M. Smith, Jr., secretary of the Citizens Commit- 
tee on Natural Resources. ‘The citizens committee is a nonprofit corporation 
organized to promote and enhance conservation in the public interest. Our or- 
ganization has on its board of directors some of the most renowned conserva- 
tionists of the country, and it is my pleasure to represent them here this 
morning. 

I feel privileged also to have the oppertunity to address this committee in 
regard to legislation of such signal importance. 

It is our understanding of the present legislation that the duck stamps would 
be increased from a fee of $2 to that of $3. This would increase the annual 
income by an estimated $6.6 million. In addition, all of such income would be 
earmarked for refuge-land purchases, with the exception of the cost of printing 
and distributing such duck stamps, which is estimated at $145,000 annually. 
Also, an increase from 25 to 40 percent of the waterfowl refuges would be open 
for public hunting purposes. 

In reality, the legislation now being considered is what many hunters and 
sports enthusiasts thought was being achieved some time ago when the duck- 
stamp program was initiated (in 1934). Although many had no specific per- 
centage in mind as to the allocation of funds collected from the duck-stamp 
fees, there was certainly great unanimity of opinion that the principal use 
would be for refuge land acquisition. The means of translating the funds 
collected into land acquisition was deemed by many to be inadequate, since 
the funds available were so limited. Thus, in 1949, many supported an increase 
in the fee to $2, as an attempt to obviate this problem. Unfortunately, the 
problem of channeling a significant part of the $52 million received over the 
years toward the purchase of refuges still remained. Some indicate that the 
amount actually used for refuge acquisition was as low as 14 percent. But this 
time public sentiment (especially those who have paid the duck-stamp fees, 
thinking they were to be used for the acquisition of refuges) has been strong in 
favor of some remedial action to assure the desperately needed refuge areas. 
The present billl, therefore, manifests these desires in— 

1. Making the allocation mandatory ; and 
2. Increasing once again the amount of funds. 

There is little doubt that the present measure will cause some problems in 
administration for the Fish and Wildlife Service. The maintenance of the 
areas plus the initial problem of establishment may require more funds than 
would be now available. 

It is our understanding, however, that the Bureau of the Budget has approved 
the present allocation features, as well as the fee, and in turn has agreed that 
a requisition would be made to provide for the activities and administration 
now carried on to such a great extent from the stamp fund. The usual problems 
of obtaining money for these purposes probably will be attendant; but, after 
much discussion and many different approaches to the problem, conservationists 
and specific groups throughout the country feel that the approach embodied 
in the now considered legislation appears the most appropriate vehicle for 
meeting the needs that now exist. 

Certainly, it would be like carrying coals to newcastle to inform this commit- 
tee, which has labored so hard on these matters for so long, of the need in any 
great detail. It suffices, for our purposes, to call attention to a few items— 
the documentation for which having been detailed time and time again before 
this committee. 

The burgeoning population stands as a paramount point in conservation since 
greater and greater numbers of people are confronted with essentially the same 
amount of land. Therefore, the uses to which this land is put will be more com- 
petitive with each passing year. The need for a strong, forward-looking recrea- 
tion and wildlife policy is therefore evident. Not only is the total population 
increasing but the percentage of that increased population interested in outdoor 
recreational activities is also increasing. This has the effect of making demands 
upon the wildlife resources that increase at geometric rates or better. 

The projecting of this has been repeated by our committee, perhaps ad 
neuseam. Seldom is a measure considered by us that we do not seek to maintain 
the perspective of our increased population and its changing composition. As 
standards of living increase, workweeks decrease, retirement ages are reduced, 
advancements in medical science increase the life span, the need for various 
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and sundry types of recreational activities looms larger and larger. We are 
already, therefore, late in earing for wildlife resources if these demands are to 
be met with any surety of success. The present measures, in the words of 
Dr. Ira N. Gabrielson, are “needed to go ahead on a prompt and realistic 
level.” 

The present probabilities would seem to dictate that before too long further 
evaluation and possible extensions may have to be made. Certainly, probabilities 
seem to be in this direction as opposed to those of reducing the program in the 
future. By indicating this, we are not trying to muddy the waters. Rather, we 
are trying to forestall criticism that may be forthcoming in the event that 3 to 
5 years hence we find ourselves before the same committees urging, for the rea- 
sons indicated above, some further effort in behalf of wildlife resources, their 
protection and utilization. 

i wish to thank the committee for the privilege of being heard and to once more 
commend them for their alert and careful consideration of the problems that they 
know so well. 


Mr. Dinceit. The committee is adjourned until 10 o’clock tomorrow 
morning. 

(Whereupon, at 12:30 p. m., the committee was recessed, to recon- 
vene at 10 a. m. Friday, May 9, 1958.) 

(The following was furnished for insertion :) 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE LEE METCALF, DEMOCRAT, OF MONTANA, ON H. R. 
12006, AND SIMILAR Biiis, To EARMARK ALL INCOME (Except STaMp Propwuc- 
TION AND DISTRIBUTION Costs) FROM SALE or A $3 Duck STAMP FOR ACQUISITION 
OF WATERFOWL AREAS 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to speak for Montana’s congres- 
sional delegation and our sportsmen on your H. R. 12006 and similar legislation 
to increase the cost of the duck stamp to $3 and to provide that all income 
beyond the cost of printing and distributing the stamps go solely for the location, 
ascertainment, and acquisition of land for migratory bird refuges and waterfowl 
production areas. 

Senator Murray, Senator Mansfield, and Congressman Anderson have gone over 
my statement and asked that I associate them with my remarks. As you know, 
Montana, the Dakotas, and Minnesota contain the principal waterfowl breeding 
grounds in the continental United States. 

Two months ago I appeared for the Montana delegation before the Senate 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce on behalf of S. 2617, to allocate 
65 percent of the receipts from sale of the $2 duck stamp for acquisition of 
waterfowl areas and authorize the purchase or lease of small wet lands in a new 
category of “waterfowl production areas.” 

At that time, we supported the bill being heard. 

Developments since I testified on March 6 have outdated part of my testimony. 
That same day, Director Daniel Janzen, of the Bureau of Sports Fisheries and 
Wildlife, presented to the Senate subcommittee the earmarked increase alterna- 
tive incorporated in the legislation before you today. 

Since that time, the sportsmen, whose program this is, have lined up in 
support of it. So has the Montana State Department of Fish and Game. The 
Department’s Director, A. A. O’Claire, wrote me the following letter under date 
of April 2, 1958: 

STATE OF MONTANA, 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, 
Helena, Mont., April 2, 1958. 
Congressman LEE METCALF, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Metcatr: The Montana Fish and Game Department has been follow- 
ing with interest the proposals to increase the duck stamp to $3 and to earmark 
all money from this fund for the acquisition of waterfowl habitat. 

We are quite pleased that Senate bill 2617, as amended, has been approved by 
the Senate Committee of Interstate and Foreign Commerce. Our department 
is in complete accord with the contents and objectives of this bill. 
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Since our primary function as a fish and game department is to provide habitat 
for wild game, birds, and fish, we see in this bill many possibilities to achieve 
these ends. 

We hope you are favorably disposed toward this bill and will give it your 
support. 

Sincerely, 
A. A. O’CiameE, Director. 

We know, as you do, that duck-stamp funds have been diverted from their 
primary purpose, the acquisition of areas for use as migratory-bird sanctuaries, 
refuges, and breeding grounds. Out of a total of $49.4 million, raised by the sale 
of duck stamps and spent in the 23 years ended with fiscal 1957, only $7.4 mil- 
lion—or less than one-sixth—went for the acquisition of land. More than four 
times that amount went for development, maintenance, and administration. 
Almost that much was spent on enforcement. 

Breaking down into pennies the duck-stamp dollar spent to date, 37.2 cents has 
gone for maintenance, 21.3 cents for development, 15.1 cents for land acquisition, 
13.1 cents for enforcement, 4.6 cents for research, 3.9 cents for administration, 
2 cents for printing and distribution, and 1.4 cents each for basin studies and engi- 
neering services. 

According to information presented to the Senate committee, we need 12.5 
million acres of migratory-bird refuges to produce the wildfowl we need to keep 
up with an ever-increasing demand. Of that total, it is estimated that 5 million 
acres will be acquired by the States. The Federal Government now has 3.5 
million acres, leaving a deficit of 4 million acres. 

Sportsmen and other conservationists estimate that it would take 100 years 
to acquire the necessary Federal land if acquisition is financed by 65 percent 
of the $2 duck stamp. Under this bill, it will take 25 years to acquire the 4 
million aeres of wet lands and round out the Federal refuge system at 7.5 million 
acres. I emphasize that this is the goal agreed on by wildlife authorities as the 
minimum necessary to perpetuate our valuable waterfowl resources. 

To achieve even this minimum in a reasonable time will take the all-out effort 
envisoned in H. R. 12006. For our wet lands are vanishing. 

We endorse the provision for purchase or lease of small wet lands for water- 
fowl nesting grounds not subject to the inviolate sanctuary provisions of existing 
(aw. 

We oppose increasing to 40 percent, from the present 25, the maximum area of 
any refuge which the Secretary of the Interior may open to public hunting and 
suggest that this limitation apply only to refuges containing at least 5,000 
acres. 

We support the increase in the price of duck stamps and the provision that 
all income from their sale beyond the cost of printing and distributing the stamps 
go solely for the location, ascertainment and acquisition of suitable areas for 
migratory bird refuges and for research. We do so with the understanding that 
the Fish and Wildlife Service will request, and the Bureau of the Budget and the 
Congress will approve, funds for maintenance, development, and enforcement 
on these refuges. We are advised that this will mean an appropriation of at least 
$3.5 million per year. 

We suggest that research be included in the purposes for which these funds 
are earmarked because it may be that an adequately financed program of re- 
search might do as much to increase the migratory bird population as addition 
to certain refuges. 

In conclusion, Congress must share with the executive branch of Government 
the responsibility for the diversion of duck-stamp funds from the primary pur- 
pose for which they were intended. This bill offers us a chance to end this 
diversion and to perpetuate our valuable waterfowl resources. 


STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN HARLAN HAGEN, OF CALIFORNIA, IN BEHALF OF 
H. R. 11642 (Hagen) 


Gentlemen, I appear here in behalf of H. R. 11642, which I have introduced, 
and identical bills designed to produce more wildlife refuges in this country. 

The legislation in question would earmark 100 percent of duck-stamp funds 
(with the exception of deduction of minor amounts for stamp production costs) 
for acquiring wildlife refuges and other improvement of wildlife habitat ana 
hunting privileges. 
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A further part of this package, the price the hunters will pay for this greater 
earmarking, is an increase in the duck-stamp fees from $2 to $3. Other pro- 
visions would open up 40 percent of the acquired land for hunting of migratory 
waterfowl as compared to the present 25 percent limitation on hunting area. 
In addition the leasing of small wet lands and potholes as waterfowl produc- 
tion areas is thereby authorized. 

I am certain that you are aware that our present programs for improving 
the habitat of migratory waterfowl with its concurrent benefit of better hunting 
of such birds is somewhat of a failure. The hunters who pay the bulk of the 
bill for such improvements through their purchase of duck stamps have not 
been getting value received from their purchases for the reason that inadequate 
amounts of such revenues have been dedicated to that purpose. The legislative 
requirement of a 100 percent such dedication will cure this situation. 

I will not restate the history of past failures. That subject has been ade- 
quately covered by other witnesses. I rest my case for this legislation on the 
simple proposition that those who pay for a program are entitled to receive it. 
The desire for an adequate program is best evidenced by an expressed desire 
to pay more for the ticket of admission. In the background of this proposition 
is the knowledge that game and waterfowl hunting is one of the most whole- 
some recreational activities in the United States for both adult and minor 
persons. This activity deserves perpetuation and expansion. Who will deny 
a wholesome privilege to people willing to pay for the same. This legislation 
is almost unanimously supported by sportsmen and conservation groups 
throughout the country. It is my understanding that it has the support of the 
Secretary of the Interior and other administration spokesmen. 

I thank you for this opportunity to urge my views upon you. 


INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF GAME, 
l'isuH & CONSERVATION COMMISSIONERS, 
Seattle, Wash., February 24, 1958. 
Hon. FRANK W. BoyKIN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife, 
House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Boykin: As president of the International Association of Game, 
Fish and Conservation Commissioners, and as director of the Washington State 
Department of Game, I wish to urge the favorable consideration of yourself 
and members of your subcommittee to the enactment of legislation of the type 
contained in H. R. 11607 and H. R. 11642. 

This legislation appears to offer real hope for the institution of a program 
of migratory waterfowl land acquisition which can and will do much to per- 
petuate one of the Nation’s great natural resources, its supply of migratory 
waterfowl. 

A program of this type is long overdue and is in the interest of many 
millions of American citizens. Your committee and yourself has behind it 
an outstanding record of achievement in the field of wildlife-management legis- 
lation. I commend this legislation to you as being consistent with your past 
record of fine and progressive thinking. 

It bears the unqualified endorsement of the Nation’s sportsmen organizations 
and of the State wildlife and conservation departments which make up the 
International Association of Game, Fish & Conservation Commissioners. 

I sincerely hope that this legislation can be accomplished during the present 
session of Congress. 

Very truly yours, 
JoHN A. Braas, President. 


THE IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC., 
Washington, D. C., June 25, 1958. 


Hon. Frank W. BoykKIn, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
Dear Mr. Boykin: The Izaak Walton League of America is a national mem- 
bership organization dedicated to the conservation and wise use of America’s soil, 
woods, waters, and wildlife. The league has a deep interest in the several bills 
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before your committee which would amend the Duck Stamp Act of 1934, as 
amended, H. R. 11607, H. R. 12006, S. 2617, and similar bills. 

The Izaak Walton League supported the 1934 act and the later amendment 
which increased the cost of the stamp from $1 to $2. We supported the act, and 
sportsmen have willingly purchased the stamps because we believed that the 
revenues would be utilized primarily to acquire waterfowl-refuge areas. In this 
we have been disappointed. The record shows that, since 1934, only about $7% 
million of some $50 million collected have been used to acquire waterfowl areas— 
about a quarter million acres. 

E<perts generally accept the fact that the Nation needs about 12% million 
acres for waterfowl refuges, if we hope to retain anything like a satisfactory 
waterfowl population. Of this acreage, it has been generally agreed that the 
Federal Government should secure 7% million and the States the balance. At 
the present rate of acquisition, the Federal Government will take a century or 
more to complete its program. And, year by year, land and water prices increase 
while more and more of the best wet-land areas are lost to drainage and fill. 

The legislation you are considering would increase the cost of the duck stamp 
to the sportsman another dollar—from $2 to $3. The Izaak Walton League 
supports this increase, provided that all the revenues, except the minimum nec- 
essary to handle the routines of printing, distributing, and otherwise keeping 
track of the stamps, are earmarked for the acquisition of waterfowl areas. This 
provision is in the legislation; consequently, the league is happy to support the 
legislation heartily. 

Respectfully, 
J. W. PENFOLD, Conservation Director. 





IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC., 
MARYLAND STATE DIVISION, 
Silver Spring, Md., June 27, 1958. 
Hon. Hersert C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN BONNER: The Maryland State division of the Izaak Walton 
League of America, representing members of the individual league chapters 
throughout our State, are hopeful that your committee will give prompt and 
favorable consideration to 8S. 2617, H. R. 12006, and similar proposals that would 
increase the duck-stamp fee to $3 and dedicate virtually all of the receipts to the 
accuisition of needed waterfowl habitat. 

Our members believe that the plan embodied in the above-mentioned proposals 
is in the best interest of American sportsmen. I would appreciate having this 
letter made a part of the hearing record. 

Sincerely, 
Epwin S. Turner, President. 


NATIONAL LUMBER MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., June 27, 1958. 
Hon. FRANK W. BoyKIN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife Conservation, Com- 
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Boykin: It is our understanding that your subcommittee recently 
held hearings on legislation relating to duck-stamp receipts and the acquisition 
and leasing of wet lands for waterfowl use. We have been informed that the 
hearings record is still open, and we accordingly request that this letter and 
attachment be made a part of such record. 

In our letter to you of June 4, 1957, on similar legislation, we expressed our 
concern that the continued acquisition of lands for wildlife purposes by the 
Federal Government might withdraw from private ownership areas of commer- 
cial timberland of greater value for timber production than for wildlife purposes. 
We proposed an amendment of the legislation then under consideration which, 
we felt, would provide a measure of relief for this problem. 

On March 27, 1958, we wrote Senator Warren Magnuson, chairman of the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, on the same matter and in the 
same vein. We referred in our letter to S. 2617, relating to the Migratory Bird 
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Hunting Stamp Act on which hearings were held early in March by such com- 
mittee. Again, we proposed an amendment, as we had done in connection with 
the legislation before your subcommittee. 

Senator Magnuson referred our letter of March 27, 1958, to the Department 
of the Interior for comment. On April 23, 1958, he received a reply signed by 
Assistant Secretary Ross Leffler, copy of which he forwarded to us. <A copy is 
attached. 

Since Mr. Leffler’s letter states that it would not be the intention of the De- 
partment to acquire forested lands and that, in effect, our proposed amendment 
is, therefore, unnecessary, we felt that Mr. Lefller’s letter should be called to 
your attention. 

Again may I urge that this letter and Mr. Leffler’s letter be made a part of 
the record of the hearing on this legislation so that the record will be clear with 
respect to this matter. 

Sincerely, 
A. Z. NELSON, 
Director, Forestry, Economics, and Statistics Division 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, D. C., April 23, 1958. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: Director Daniel H. Janzen, of the Bureau of Sport 
Fisheries and Wildlife, has referred to me for consideration Staff Member Huse’s 
memorandum of April 1, which was accompanied by a copy of a letter to you 
from Mr. A. Z. Nelson, director, forestry, economics, and statistics division, 
National Lumber Manufacturers Association, in which he comments on §. 2617, 
a bill to amend the Migratory Bird Stamp Act of 1934, as amended. 

Should 8S. 2617 be enacted in the amended form recommended in this Depart- 
ment’s report to the Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
dated March 11, 1958, so as to make possible the use of the net proceeds derived 
from the sale of duck stamps exclusively for land acquisition, the areas which 
would be acquired would consist primarily of water and marsh areas or other 
areas that could be adapted to use as waterfowl habitat. Some of the lands 
which would be acquired would be capable of cultivation for the production of 
food and cover crops for migratory birds. It would not be our intention to 
acquire forested lands, since lands of this character have little, if any, value 
as waterfowl habitat. Any forested lands that might be acquired under our 
refuge-acquisition program would be limited to small farm woodlots and tim- 
bered strips marginal to fields, meadows, or marsh areas which, necessarily, 
would be acquired to avoid severance damages. 

Of the present landholdings under the administrative jurisdiction of the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service, aggregating approximately 16 million acres, 
less than 5 percent is in forest cover. Most of this timber is not commercially 
valuable. The ratio of forested lands to open land and water areas would not 
be changed by the additional lands that may be acquired if the Migratory Bird 
Hunting Stamp Act were amended. 

The Department believes that the proposed language suggested by the associa- 
tion as an amendment to S. 2617 would be inappropriate for the reason that it 
would unnecessarily complicate the acquisition procedure and because the only 
timber areas that would be acquired under the land-acquisition program would 
be those areas essential to avoid severance and those necessary to consolidate 
refuge holdings. These would be of such minor consequence as not to warrant 
the formal determination and public-hearing procedure which would be called 
for under the association’s proposed amendment. 

Sincerely yours, 


Ross LEFrrcer, Assistant Secretary. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, 
March 25, 1958. 
Hon. Joun J. ALLEN, Jr., 
Member of Congress, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR JOHN: This is in reply to your letter of March 17, asking for comments 
with respect to the proposed duck-stamp bill. 

We in the California Department of Fish and Game feel that a $3 stamp, 
with 100 percent of the receipts earmarked for acquisition of land for waterfowl 
management purposes, would be the proper course for such legislation. 

We are strongly opposed to Mr. Gabrielson’s proposal to hold the portion of 
such areas that may be opened to hunting to 25 percent or to put an acreage 
limit on areas that may be opened. 

We feel very definitely that at least 40 percent of any such area should be 
opened to managed shooting, but in cases of emergency, such as the disease 
outbreak on the Colusa Federal Refuge last fall, the Secretary of the Interior 
should be given emergency authorization to open all of the area to hunting to 
avoid making infected areas a veritable death trap. 

We very much appreciate your soliciting our advice on these matters. 

Sincerely yours, 
SetH Gorpon, Director. 


STATE OF NEw YORK, 
CONSERVATION DEPARTMENT, 


Albany, April 22, 1958. 
Hon. FRANK BOYKIN, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife, 
House of Representutives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: I am informed that your Subcommittee on Fisheries and 
Wildlife of the House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries has sched- 
uled hearings on May 8 and 9 on the proposed $3 duck-stamp plan, as provided 
in H. R. 11607 and H. R. 11642. The provisions of these bills for earmarking 
100 percent of the funds, after deducting stamp production costs, for acquisition 
of waterfowl areas, for allowing the opening of up to 40 percent of the areas 
acquired for hunting of migratory waterfowl and for leasing of small wetland 
and pothole areas as waterfowl production areas are all desirable and needed. 

Enactment of this legislation would be a mighty stride forward for the 
seriously lagging program of acquisition of vitally needed waterfowl areas to 
assure their protection and maintenance. 1, therefore, respectfully urge you to 
support early and favorable action on this legislation, and would appreciate 
your making this letter part of the record of the hearings. 

Sincerely yours, 
SHaron J. Maunus, Commissioner. 


AMERICAN NATURE ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., April 29, 1958. 
Mr. WILLIAM BERNARD WINFIELD, 
Chief Clerk, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DeaR Mr. WINFIELD: We are very much interested in the legislation that 
would divert the entire proceeds of the $3 proposed duck stamp, except for 
printing costs, to acquisition of refuge areas, and heartily endorse this legisla- 
tion. While I intend to be present at the hearing scheduled for May 8 and 9, if 
possible. I doubt that I could add anything to the excellent testimony that wil! 
be presented in behalf of this legislation by representatives of the National 
Wildlife Federation, Wildlife Management Institute, and other conservation 
groups, so I feel that I should not take time of the committee to repeat such 
testimony, other than perhaps to be recorded in person if I am able to be present 
or to present this letter as endorsement if I am not able to be there. 

Sincerely yours, 
RIcHARD W. WERTWOoOpD, President. 
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MINNESOTA CONSERVATION FEDERATION, 
Hopkins, Minn., May 2, 1958. 
Mr. FRANK W. BoyKIN, 
Chairman, House Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR REPRESENTATIVE BoYKIN: The Minnesota Conservation Federation, rep- 
resenting many of the conservation and sportsmen's clubs in Minnesota, urges 
your subcommittee to take favorable action on H. R. 12006 or a similar bill, pro- 
viding for a $3 duck stamp with 100 percent earmarking for acquisition of 
waterfowl areas. Such a law is badly needed to save our waterfowl resources. 

Please make this letter a part of your hearing record. 

Sincerely, 
V. B. Josiin, General Manager. 


OKLAHOMA QOuTDOOR COUNCIL, INC., 
Vay 5, 1958. 
Hon. FRANK W. BoyYKIN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife, 
House Office Buliding, Washington, D. C. 

Deak Mr. Boykin: The Oklahoma Outdoor Council requests that this letter 
be made a part of the hearing record scheduled for May 8 and 9 before the House 
Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife on H. R. 12006 or other identical or 
similar bills. 

The Oklahoma Outdoor Council strongly urges that such legislation be passed. 
It is our firm conviction that such legislation would aid materially to the 
migratory waterfowl populations of the country in years to come. 

Assuring you we appreciate your continued interest in the conservation of 
outdoor resources, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
E. BE. TowNseEnNpD, President. 





IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC., 
OKLAHOMA DIvIsIon, 
May 5, 1958. 
FRANK W. BOYKIN, 
Chairman, House Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. BoykKIn: The Oklahoma division of the Izaak Walton League of 
America requests that this letter be made a part of the hearing on May 8 and 9 
before the House Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife as favoring House bills 
H. R. 12006, by Boykin; H. R. 11607, by Reuss; and H. R. 11642, by Hagen; or 
a similar bill. 

We strongly urge the passage of such legislation which will provide the funds 
through a migratory waterfowl stamp for the acquisition of waterfowl areas in 
this country. 

Assuring you we appreciate your continued interest in a program with a con- 
servation of all natural resources, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
MILOUS BLASINGAME, President. 


JUNEAU, ALASKA, 
May 7, 1958. 
Hon. FRANK W. BoyYKIN, 
Chairman, House Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Your bill, H. R. 12006, which would increase the duck stamp revenues to $3 
and earmark the funds derived from the sale of these stamps for acquisition of 
waterfowl lands would, if enacted into law, be a very definite step toward re- 
storing our much needed waterfowl areas throughout the entire United States. 
In behalf of the Alaska Sportsmen’s Council I sincerely urge that this legislation 
be enacted at the earliest possible date. We respectfully request that this trans- 
mission be made part of the record. 

A. W. “Bubp” Boppy, 
Eeecutive Director, Alaska Sportsmen’s Council. 
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ROSEBURG, OREG., 
May 7, 1958. 
Hon. FRANK W. BoykKIN, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 

The Oregon Wildlife Federation requests this telegram be made part of the 
record of the hearing on H. R. 12006 and similar bills before the House Subcom- 
mittee on Fishery and Wildlife. Our organization is a federation of over 30 
of the largest conservation and wildlife clubs in the State of Oregon whose 
membership aggregates about 4,000 people. We wholeheartedly support pro- 
viding a $3 duck stamp with 100 percent earmarking for acquisition of waterfowl 
areas. With the increasing demand of the public for more and more hunting of 
waterfowl it becomes necessary to provide additional areas for the birds so that 
the resource may be properly managed and that sufficient feeding areas be 
provided to keep depredation on private agricultural lands to the very minimum. 
We strongly urge your subcommittee to give favorable action on H. R. 12006 
or similar bills. 

OREGON WILDLIFE FEDERATION, 
Bruce L. YEAGER, President. 
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House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISHERTES AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:40 a. m., pursuant to notice, in room 
219, Old House Office Building, Hon. Frank W. Boykin (chairman of 
the subcommittee ) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Boykin, Miller, Dingell, Tollefson, Allen, 
Van Pelt, and Glenn. 

Also present: Bernard J. Zincke, counsel, and William B. Winfield, 
chief clerk. 

Mr. Boykin. Gentlemen, the committee will come to order. 

We will continue with H. R. 12006 and S. 2617, to amend the Mi- 
gratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act of March 16, 1934, as amended. 

Mr. Dingell has worked very hard on this. I just want to tell the 
committee that we have been in conference practically every day to- 
gether and on the telephone, and all of you have, too, As I under- 
stand, we are all agreed on this proposition from top to bottom, and 
these wonderful witnesses out here have statements. 

We were delayed for a while with another committee. We are 
sorry for that delay. It was not anybody’s fault in particular. 

Mr. Counsel, can you tell us anything that we ought to know about 
the legal end of this proposition, or do you think it is worked out now 
to everybody’s satisfaction 4 

We have had a hearing on this, as you know. 

Mr. Zinckxe. Mr. Chairman, there is one further amendment that 
has been submitted by the Department of the Interior, and I think the 
reason for it is sufficiently clear so that it could be discussed in execu- 
tive session when the subcommittee is considering the bill. 

Mr. BoyKin. We expect to do that when we finish here. 

Is there anybody who wants to be heard, or is it all right with you 
to just give the statements for the record? We would be ol: id, without 
objection, to put in the record any statements that any of you have. I 
understand that this whole group is appearing for this bill. Is that 

right ? 

We would like to have a list of the witnesses. 

Congressman Dingell, you have worked so hard. Do you have any 
suggestions here ? 

Mr. Dinceti. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I would like to thank the Chair 
and commend and compliment you for the splendid work you have 
done on this bill. 
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I was going to respectfully suggest, Mr. Chairman, that perhaps 
each witness might be called and asked to file his statement if that 
would meet with ‘the approval of the committee. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Stewart Brandborg, assistant conservation direc- 
tor of the National Wildlife Federation. 


STATEMENT OF STEWART BRANDBORG, ASSISTANT CONSERVA- 
TION DIRECTOR, NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


Mr. Branppore. Mr. Chairman, I am Stewart Brandborg, assistant 
conservation director of the National Wildlife Federation. We do 
support this bill wholeheartedly, and I will submit my statement for 
the record. 

We recommend a slight change in the language of section 2 of these 
bills to give the Secretary of the Interior discretionary authority to 
permit hunting of resident game and bird species. 

I understand that this matter is going to be discussed in greater 
detail later in the hearings 

Mr. Miter. Is that the amendment that he can open certain of 
these ? 

Mr. ZinckeE. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Branpsorc. We would also recommend clarification of the 
amendment to 8. 2617 that was recommended by the Post Office De- 
partment and subsequently adopted on the Senate floor to assure that 
duck stamp funds will not be drawn upon by the Post Office Depart- 
ment for purposes other than printing and distribution of the duck 
stamps. 

With that, I will conclude my remarks. 

As you know, the sportsmen and conservation-minded people in our 
affiliates over the United States are behind this bill all the way and we 
can offer our enthusiastic endorsement. 

Mr. Boyxin. Thank you, Mr. Brandborg. 

Are there any questions, gentlemen ? 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT BY CHARLES H. CALLISON, CONSERVATION DIRECTOR, NATIONAL WILD- 
LIFE FEDERATION, ON 8S. 2617, H. R. 12006, AND StIMILAR PROPOSALS FOR AMENDING 
THE Duck STAMP Act 


The National Wildlife Federation is a nonprofit citizens’ organization made up 
of affiliated State wildlife federations and sportsmen’s leagyes in the various 
States, Alaska, Hawaii, and the District of Columbia. The State and Territorial 
affiliates, through their own member clubs and local chapters, eg col- 
lectively a total of some 2 million members making the federation the Nation’s 
largest conservation organization, 

Our organization has for several years advocated amending the Migratory 
Bird Hunting Stamp Act to earmark a definite and major portion of the duck- 
stamp receipts for acquisition of waterfowl] refuges and management areas. Our 
reason for advocating such amendments is twofold: 

First, the sportsmen and other conservationists of America feel the duck-stamp 
revenues have not been used as was intended by Congress and by the duck- 
hunters who willingly supported this tax upon themselves. The hunters under- 
stood the primary purpose of the duck stamp was to supply funds to acquire 
lands for the Federal migratory-bird refuge system. 

Secondly, we feel the wetlands acquisition program must be speeded up on a 
crash-program basis to assure the future of waterfowl resources. The remain- 
ing areas of waterfowl habitat are disappearing too rapidly—through drainage, 
pollution, situation, filling in, and other factors. 
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At the 1958 Annual Convention of the National Wildlife Federal, held Feb- 
ruary 28 to March 1 and 2 at St. Louis, Mo., the delegates voted overwhelmingly 
for a resolution calling for an increase in the duck-stamp fee to $3 provided at 
least 65 percent of the revenues were allocated by law for acquisition of water- 
fowl habitat areas. A copy of that resolution is herewith submitted and, with 
the permission of the committee, we request it be printed in the record. 

You will note in the “whereases” of this resolution we set forth the facts re- 
garding national wetlands needs and the basis for our recommending a $3 duck 
stamp. 

This resolution was adopted in our convention by a vote of 36 yeas to 4 noes, 
with representatives from 9 States abstaining. A record of that vote, for the in- 
formation of committee members and the Congress is given below. 

(Since our convention, several of the State groups that abstained or voted 
‘no” have reconsidered in view of the introduction of 100-percent earmarking 
plan and are now supporting 8. 2617, H. R. 12006 or a similar measure. Of the 
4 State federations recording “no” votes at St. Louis, 3—the Alabama Wildlife 
Federation, the California Wildlife Federation and the New Jersey State Federa- 
tion of Sportsmen’s Clubs—are now supporting H. R. 12006. Of those abstaining 
at St. Louis, the following have now taken supporting position: Idaho Wildlife 
Federation, Louisiana Wildlife Federation, Massachusetts Conservation Council, 
Vermont Federation of Sportsmen’s Clubs, Rhode Island Wildlife Federation, 
and the Pennsylvania Federation of Sportsmen’s Clubs. ) 

Voting “yes” at St. Louis —Alaska Sportsmen’s Council, represented by A. W. 
“Bud” Boddy; Arizona Game Protective Association, William H. Beers; Ar- 
kansas Wildlife Federation, Raymond Farris; Colorado Wildlife Federation, 
Inc., Harry G. Sims, District of Columbia Wildlife Federation, George Crossette ; 
Florida Wildlife Federation, Dr. H. R. Wilber; Georgia Sportsmen’s Federation, 
Col. C. H. S. Russell; Dllinois Federation of Sportsmen’s Clubs, William BE. 
Hewitt; All Iowa Conservation Council, Inc., Marshall E. Reichart; Kansas 
Association for Wildlife, Bob Bailey; the League of Kentucky Sportsmen, 
Arthur S. Curtis; Maine Fish & Game Association, Inc., M. Lenwood Royal: 
League of Maryland Sportsmen, Russell S. Orr; Michigan United Conservation 
Clubs, Volmar Miller; Minnesota Conservation Federation, Cliff Sakry: Mis- 
sissippi Wildlife Federation, J. W. Howell; Conservation Federation of Missouri, 
Ed Stegner; Montana Wildlife Federation, Tom Deckert: Nevada Federation 
Sportsmen, Ine., proxy; Federated Sportsmen’s Clubs of New Hampshire, Inc., 
Paul H. Knowlton: New Mexico Wildlife & Conservation Association, Elliott 
S. Barker; North Carolina Wildlife Federation, Inc., Turner W. Battle: North 
Dakota Wildlife Federation, Arthur Thoraldson; League of Ohio Sportsmen, 
Carl Knirk; Oklahoma Outdoor Council, E. E. Townsend; Oregon Wildlife Fed- 
eration, Bruce L. Yeager; South Carolina Wildlife Federation, A. M. Quattle- 
baum; South Dakota Wildlife Federation, Dr. James Shaeffer; Tennessee Con- 
servation League, Mayland H. Muse; Sportsmen’s Clubs of Texas, Inc., Cecil 
Reid; Utah Wildlife Federation, LeRoy H. Olander; Virginia Wildlife Federa- 
tion, John C. Williams; Washington State Sportsmen’s Council, Inc., W. 8. 
Vickerman; West Virginia Sportsmen Unlimited, Hansel B. Poling; Wisconsin 
Federation of Conservation Clubs, Les Woerpel; and Wyoming Federation of 
Sportsmen’s Clubs, Chiles P. Plummer. 

Voting “no” at St. Louis —Alabama Wildlife Federation, represented by Charles 
D. Kelley ; California Wildlife Federation, George D. Difani; Delaware Federa- 
tion of Sportsmen & Conservation Clubs, Inc., William Baxter, Jr.; and New 
Jersey State Federation of Sportsmen’s Clubs, Walter C. Mooney, Sr. 

Abstaining at St. Louis.—Connecticut State League of Sportsmen’s Clubs, Inc. ; 
Idaho Wildlife Federation; Indiana State Conservation Advisory Committee: 
Louisiana Wildlife Federation, Inec.; Massachusetts Conservation Council; Ne- 
braska Council of Sportsmen’s Clubs; Pennsylvania Federation of Sportsmen’s 
Clubs; Rhode Island Wildlife Federation; and Vermont Federation of Sports- 
men’s Clubs. 

The State delegates who abstained from voting on the duck-stamp resolution 
explained they did so because their own State organizations had not had an 
opportunity to consider a proposed increase in the duck stamp and that, there- 
fore, they felt they were uninstructed. 

(Copy of resolution attached. ) 


INTENT OF CONGRESS REGARDING DUCK STAMP FUNDS 


As an indication of the thinking in Congress at the time the original duck 
stamp was passed in 1934, we offer the following excerpt from Senate Report 
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145 of the 73d Congress, 1st session, on S. 1658, the Senate companion bill to 
H. R. 5632 which became the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act (Public Law 
174, 73d Cong.) 

“It becomes increasingly necessary to restore the nesting areas throughout 
the country and provide sanctuaries for the waterfowl in their migrations north 
and south across the continent. 

‘“‘Measured by the needs of other governmental activities at this time the 
amount is relatively small yet of vast importance to the future of the entire 
conservation program with which dovetails the work now going on in reforesta- 
tion and its allied activities. 

“Lands were never cheaper than now. Posterity will applaud the importance 
of immediate purchase of several hundred thousand acres needed throughout 
America for this purpose and on which immediate employment will be necessary 
to complete the restoration.” 

We should like to present for the record also excerpts from Senate Report 503 
of the 8ist Congress, 1st session, on 8. 1076, which bill became Public Law 222 
of that Congress, approved August 12, 1949, and amending the Migratory Bird 
Hunting Stamp Act to increase the duck-stamp fee from $1 to $2. It is our belief 
that these excerpts prove conclusively that acquisition was the primary intent 
of the legislation: 

“The Fish and Wildlife Service estimates that the sale of stamps will average 
about 2 million per year which, at the rate of $2 each, would provide a revenue 
base of $4 million. Under this bill, 25 percent of this, or $1 million, would be 
available for the administration of the act, which includes game law enforce- 
ment * * *, 

“The other 75 percent of anticipated revenues will be used for the acquisition 
and development of wildlife management areas and inviolate migratory-bird 
sanctuaries. As pointed out by the Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service 
this is one of the essentials of the national effort to preserve, protect, and man- 
age the waterfowl resource. Ducks and geese must have places on which to rear 
their young, to sit and nest, and to find suitable environment, particularly during 
the winter months. The refuges fill an exceedingly important part of these re- 
quirements, but they must be expanded during the years to come if we are to 
guarantee the minimum requirements of the birds. Increased revenues from 
the sale of migratory-bird hunting stamps will make possible the acquisition 
and development of new refuges along the various flyways that now lack these 
protective opportunities.” 

The reason why the duck hunters who have been contributing their dollar 
through the years are unhappy with the resuits to date is apparent in the fol- 
lowing table. It shows the total receipts from the sale of duck stamps from 
1935 through 1957 and the small proportion of these sums actually expended 
for the purchase of waterfowl land. 
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A $3 DUCK STAMP, 100 PERCENT FOR ACQUISITION 


At this point the National Wildlife Federation wishes to endorse enthusiasti- 
‘ally the proposal offered by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and 
incorporated in the provisions of H. R. 12006, H. R. 11607, and H. R. 11642. 
This is the proposal for a $3 duck stamp all of the revenues from which— 
excepting cost to be reimbursed to the Post Office Department—to be used for 
acquisition of waterfowl areas. It has the approval, we understand of the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

Frankly, Mr. Chairman, we were astonished but nonetheless thrilled and 
encouraged by the proposal. As Mr. John Biggs expressed the reaction of the 
International Association of Game, Fish, and Conservation Commissioners at 
the earlier Senate hearings, we never dreamed the Bureau of the Budget would 
be persuaded to approve such a realistic and forward-looking attack on the 
critical waterfowl-conservation problem. 

However, we are quick to admit that this new proposal offers a better deal 
for waterfowl] and a more realistic and simpler program than the one advocated 
in our own recently adopted resolution. Therefore, we respectfully request 
this subcommittee and the full committee to report favorably on H. R. 12006. 
Without hesitation I can pledge the wholehearted support and best efforts of the 
National Wildlife Federation and affiliated groups for the additional, direct 
appropriations that will be necessary to provide funds for the development, 
maintenance, and operation of the refuge system and for other parts of the 
waterfowl program that have for years been financed wholly or partly with 
duck-stamp funds. 

A $3 duck stamp, all to be used for acquisition, will provide some $6144 million 
annually for wet-land acquisition. Such a Federal program, supplemented 
by similar acquisition and management programs that can be carried out by the 
State game departments with State funds, will assure the perpetuation of 
continental waterfowl resources. It will assure for future generations the 
unique and irreplaceable sporting, recreational, and esthetic values of these 
resources. 

We endorse the provision of H. R. 12006 that authorizes the leasing or 
acquisition of small wet-land areas to be used for waterfowl nesting grounds 
but not subject to the inviolate sactuary provisions of the existing law. We 
commend this committee for previously reporting favorably a bill (H. R. 10679) 
that made such provision. 

We also favor the provision that permits the Secretary of the Interior, in 
his discretion, to be open to public hunting purposes up to 40 percent of the area 
of any refuge although it perhaps should be made clear, either by specific 
language or by a declaration of intent in the committee report, that this discretion 
should not be exercised on some of the relatively small refuges. Dr. Ira N. 
Gabrielson, president of the Wildlife Management Institute, has suggested this 
provision be made to apply only to refuges of 5,000 acres or greater in size. This 
is perhaps a sound suggestion. Otherwise, we endorse specifically the language 
proposed in H. R. 12006, which would give the Secretary a little more leeway 
for scientific waterfowl management. In our Senate testimony on S. 2617, 
we favored a 25-percent limitation on the area of a refuge that could be opened 
for public hunting but subsequent study has convinced us the 40-percent limita- 
tion is sound and advisable. 

Attached are two reprints from the National Wildlife Federation’s Conserva- 
tion News that we should like to have printed in the record, with the permission 
of the subcommittee. The first, from the August 1, 1957, issue of Conservation 
News, reports the results of a survey of sportsman sentiment on the question 
of increasing the duck stamp. This survey was carried out in Wisconsin by 
Representative Lester Johnson with the cooperation of the Wisconsin Federation 
of Conservation Clubs. It is striking evidence that sportsmen, as always, are 
willing to pay the bill for conservation measures provided the money is used 
as it is intended to be used. 

The other reprint, from the issue of December 15, 1957, is entitled “Who Is 
Going To Pay for Saving Waterfowl?’ It expresses the considered opinion of 
the staff of the National Wildlife Federation that the only way to save water- 
fowl is to increase the duck stamp and that the sportsmen of America, when 
they know the facts, will be quite willing to pay the necessary cost. Our 
opinion was borne out in the action of the federation convention at St. Louis 
endorsing a $3 duck stamp. 
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In conclusion, we wish to endorse the bills that are being considered here 
today. We support, and our affiliates in the States and Territories support, 
the increase of the duck stamp from $2 to $3 and the earmarking of 100 percent 
of the revenues for acquisition purposes. 

We recommend a slight change in the language of section 2 of these bills 
to give the Secretary of the Interior discretionary authority to permit hunting 
of resident game and bird species within lands acquired under their provisions. 

We also would recommend clarification of the amendment to S. 2617 that 
was recommended by the Post Office Department and subsequently adopted on the 
Senate floor, to assure that duck-stamp funds will not be drawn upon by the 
Post Office Department for purposes other than the printing and distribution 
of the stamps. 

We wish to thank the subcommittee for this opportunity of presenting our 
views and for its considered and constructive approach to this and other 
wildlife and fisheries problems. 


[From Conservation News, August 1, 1957] 
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 
22d Annual Meeting, St. Louis, Mo., February 28—March 1 and 2, 1958 
RESOLUTION NO. 10—-EARMARKING AND INCREASING THE DUCK STAMP 


Whereas the waterfowl resources of the North American Continent have been 
drastically reduced during the past century due to the destruction of natural 
habitat through drainage, pollution, siltation, agricultural development, and 
other factors ; and 

Whereas the destruction of natural wet lands continues today at an accelerated 
pace; and 

Whereas the foremost waterfowl authorities of Government and private agen- 
cies have agreed that the resource cannot be maintained at present levels, nor 
the future of the great sport of waterfowl hunting assured, except through the 
acquisition, preservation, and management of essential marsh areas by Federal 
and State wildlife agencies, and that a total of 12% million acres of desirable 
wet lands may be considered the minimum goal of such acquisition; and 

Whereas it has been proposed and generally agreed that the State share of 
this goal should be 5 million acres; and that the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service (Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife) should acquire some 74 mil- 
lion acres, of which about 3% million acres already have been acquired and 
encompassed within existing national wildlife refuges, leaving 4 million acres yet 
to be acquired with Federal funds ; and 

Whereas when the Duck Stamp Act was passed in 19384 and again when the 
act was amended in 1949 to increase the fee from $1 to $2, it was the belief and 
intent of sportsmen and other supporting conservationists that the primary 
purpose was to provide funds for the acquisition of waterfowl areas, and yet, 
of some $54 million in total revenues collected since 1934, less than 15 percent 
has been expended in land acquisition ; and 

Whereas, even if all of the revenues from the present $2 fee, totaling some 
$4,500,000 per year, were allocated for acquisition, these funds would be insuffi- 
cient to complete the Federal share of the necessary acquisition program before 
continued drainage and other factors make suitable wet-land areas unavailable ; 
and 

Whereas the only extensive, high-producing waterfowl-nesting area left in 
the United States—the prairie-pothole region of the Dakotas and Minnesota—is 
being diminished at a rapid rate through agricultural drainage: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, The National Wildlife Federation urgently requests the Congress to 
recognize the critical nature of the waterfowl problem and to enact legislation 
without delay amending the Duck Stamp Act as follows: 

(1) Increase the migratory-bird hunting license fee from $2 to $3; 

(2) Allocate not less than 65 percent of duck-stamp revenues for land 
acquisition of waterfowl areas; 

(3) Authorize the use of a portion of such funds for the establishment of 
waterfowl-production areas of less than 500 contiguous acres, such areas not 
to be subject to the inviolate sanctuary provisions of the Duck Stamp Act. 

And be it further 
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Resolved, The National Wildlife Federation urges the Congress, in recognition 
of the general public interest in waterfowl conservation over and above the 
hunting use, and in accordance with Federal obligations under the migratory- 
bird treaties with Canada and Mexico, to provide additional direct appropria- 
tions out of general revenues for waterfowl-conservation purposes. 


WISCONSIN HuNtTerRS FAvor DucK-STAMP Boost IF EARMARKED 


Would waterfowl hunters stand hitched for an increase in the present $2 
duck-stamp fee? Some conservation leaders and legislators have contended 
they would, pointing to the long and willing record made by American sportsmen 
in paying the costs of conservation programs. Others have asserted they would 
not, because of dissatisfaction with the way duck-stamp funds have been used in 
the past. 

Of some $52 million collected from duck and goose hunters since the Migratory 
sird Hunting Stamp Act was passed in 1934, less than 15 percent has been spent 
for buying land. Acquisition of waterfowl refuges and management areas was 
generally and publicly understood to be the main purpose of the duck stamp 
as a source of revenue when the act was originally passed and again when it was 
amended in 1949 to increase the fee from $1 to $2. 

One thing all agree to: More funds are needed urgently to buy duck marshes 
before the remaining wet lands disappear down the drainage ditches—and the 
ducks disappear with them. 

Representative Lester Johnson, of Wisconsin, who has worked harder than 
any other Member of Congress for an expanded program of wet lands acquisition, 
decided to find out how the duck hunters felt about a boost in the duck stamp— 
at least the hunters in his own district. He sent a questionnarie to members of 
sportsmen’s clubs in his district, and through the cooperation of Les Woerpel, 
executive secretary of the Wisconsin Federation of Conservation Clubs, a sim- 
ilar poll was made of club leaders throughout the State. The questionnaire, or 
ballot, was worded as follows: 


LESTER JOHNSON, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C 


Yes. I favor increasing the present $2 duck-stamp fee to $4 providing 
5O percent is specifically earmarked for wet lands acquisition. 
Yes. I favor increasing the present $2 duck-stamp fee to $3 providing 
50 pereent is specifically earmarked for wet lands acquisition 
No. Lam against any increase in the present $2 duck-stamp fee. 
Other opinion, if any: 


Signed 


(Name) (Address?) (City) 

“There is no doubt that the solid majority of hunters would accept an increase 
in the duck stamp, with the earmarking of funds, in order to attack the wet 
lands purchase problem,’ Mr. Johnson reported after tabulating the results. 

“In the ninth district, for instance, 77 percent of the hunters who sent in 
ballots on my poll said they would accept a $1 or $2 increase in the fee for that 
specific purpose; 14 percent would accept a $4 stamp; 63 percent would accept 


a $3 stamp; 21 percent wanted no change in the present 
voiced varying other views. 

“Conservation leaders outside the district agreed substantially with this view- 
point, with 74 percent favoring a raise of some kind, 30 percent for the $4 stamp, 
ind 44 percent for a $3 stamp. Considering the overall figures, 75 percent of 
he hunters replying said they would accept a raise of either $1 or $2 to achieve 
a definite wet lands-acquisition program. 

“In all fairness I should point out that many hunters who opposed any increase 
did so on the solid ground of past experience. IXven though a specific provision for 
earmarking funds was written into the questions on raising the fee, a large num- 
ber pointed bitterly to past experience and opposed any more increases.’ 

The Wisconsin Congressman said he would continue to press for action on pend- 
ing legislation that would earmark 65 percent of present duck-stamp revenues 
for locating and acquiring waterfowl areas; 20 percent for development, main- 
tenance and administration of refuges; and 15 percent for enforcement and over- 
all administrative costs. Mr. Johnson is the author of H. R. 8471, a bill to ac- 


»2 stamp; 2 percent 
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complish this kind of reallocation. A similar bill, sponsored by Congressman 
Frank W. Boykin, of Alabama, (H. R. 8699), was approved by Mr. Boykin’s 
Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife but has been delayed in the full House 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 


[From Conservation News, December 15, 1957] 
Wuo Is Gorne To Pay FoR SAVING WATERFOWL? 


Probably the most critical, single problem facing wildlife managers today 
is the rapid and steady shrinkage of waterfowl habitat. Drainage is pulling 
the plug on wet lands all along the migration routes. From Texas to Florida 
and up the Atlantic coast, coastal and inland marshes are disappearing before 
the cnslaught of drainage and filling for agricultural, industrial, and urban 
developments. Ditching for mosquito control, stream-straightening, dredging 
and dumping of spoil for navigation projects, siltation and pollution—all are 
taking a deadly toll. 

During the past 15 years farm drainage, much of it induced by Federal sub- 
sidies, has eliminated a million acres of high-quality nesting habitat in the 
prairie-marsh region of the Dakotas and Minnesota. Canadians, following the 
United States example, are stepping up drainage projects in the duck factory 
of the prairie Provinces. 

The best planners in the business are agreed waterfowl can be saved, and 
the future of duck and goose hunting assured, if 12% million acres of good 
wet lancs can be brought into public ownership and thereby saved from 
destruction. The national wet-lands inventory of 1854-55 disclosed less than 
23 million acres remaining in the United States that can be classified as “good” 
or “moderate” waterfowl habitat. 

The plan is to have Uncle Sam acquire 4 million acres to add to the nearly 
38% million acres now in the Federal refuge system. The State game depart- 
ments, it is hoped, will continue to build up their waterfowl areas to a total 
of 5 million acres, which, added to Uncle Sam’s 7% million, would make the 
12% million total. 

As in the past, some wet lands will be given or bequeathed to wildlife agen- 
cies by conservation-minded citizens; some will be transferred from other 
Government agencies, but such areas will be small. Most of it will have to 
be bought—and on a rising real-estate market. Who is going to pay the bill? 
The answer seems obvious : 

The duck hunters themselves are going to have to pick up the check. The 
editors of Conservation News have no doubt the sportsmen of America will 
rise to the occasion. They have paid the bill for wild-game management since 
the first stirrings of the conservation movement in the last century. 

Money for State acquisition will have to come largely from hunting licenses 
and Federal aid (Pittman-Robertson), the latter in turn supplied through excise 
taxes paid by sportsmen on guns and ammunition. 

What about the additional marshes needed to complete the Federal system 
of waterfowl refuges? If the 4 million acres can be acquired for an average 
of $40 per acre, the total will cost $160 million. 

The present $2 duck stamp, now purchased annually by some 214 million 
hunters (and some philatelists), brings in about $41, million per year. If all 
this were spent for acquisition, it would take nearly 40 years to complete the 
program. Long before that, if present drainage trends continue, there would 
be no more wet lands left to acquire. 

Sportsmen are unhappy—understandably so—about the fact that of the $54 
million collected in duck-stamp fees since the Migratory Bird Hunting License 
Act was passed in 1934, less than 15 percent has gone for acquisition of water- 
fowl areas. The Budget Bureau and economy-minded Congressmen who failed 
to understand the conservation purpose have forced the Fish and Wildlife 
Service, year after year, to spend most of the money for development and 
maintenance, surveys, enforcement, and other parts of the waterfowl program. 

But now there are increasing signs that the hunters are facing up to the 
task. They are beginning to realize that if they are going to have decent shooting 
10 years from now, or if their sons are going to know the thrill of watching 
a flight swing into the decoys, the duck-stamp fee has to be increased. Ponder 


that $2 fee next time you outlay $3.25 for a box of shells. 
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But as a first or concurrent step, the law has to be changed to earmark the 
receipts and make certain the money will be used as intended—primarily for 
the acquisition of vital wet iands. 

Here are some of the signs: 

Last summer Congressman Lester Johnson polled the membership of sports- 
men’s clubs in Wisconsin. He found that 3 out of 4 would accept an increase 
in the duck stamp, provided at least half the revenue was earmarked for 
acquisition. 

At their 1957 annual meeting members of the International Association of 
Game, Fish, and Conservation Commissioners—representing the State wildlife 
agencies—adopted a resolution calling for a $3 duck stamp and 50 percent ear- 
marking. This is significant because many State game directors have looked 
upon the Federal fee as competition with their own fund-raising systems. 

In recent months the Georgia Sportsmen’s Federation, the Utah Wildlife 
Federation, and other State and local sportsmen’s groups have resolved in favor 
of a boost in the duck stamp—with earmarking. The National Wildlife Federa- 
tion will consider such a resolution at its national convention in St. Louis 
February 28—March 1 and 2. 

The Fish and Wildlife Advisory Committee to the Department of the Interior 
has urged the Department to support a bill increasing the fee to $3 and ear- 
marking half the receipts for acquistion. 

Even a $3 duck stamp wouldn’t yield enough money to get the total job 
done, but it would provide a good start. Then perhaps Congress can be per- 
suaded to appropriate other funds for waterfowl conservation. Quite apart 
from the tax on hunters, the Federal Government has an obligation to protect 
and conserve migratory birds under solemn international treaties with Canada 
and Mexico. 


Mr. Minter. Have you the amendment? If you will read the 
amendment, we can all know we are talking about the same thing. 

Mr. Zincxe. Mr. Janzen, would you be kind enough to read the 
proposed amendment to us? 


STATEMENT OF D. H. JANZEN, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF SPORT 
FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR— 
Resumed 


Mr. JANzEN. My name is D. H. Janzen, Bureau of Sport Fisheries 
and Wildlife. 

The amendment that the Department is recommending would be 
this: 

On line 22, page 2 of the bill in question, we would insert “or resident 
species of” immediately following the word “migratory.” 

Mr. Zincke. You are looking at which bill ? 

Mr. Jansen. H. R. 11607. 

Myr. Zincke. We are working on 8. 2617. 

Mr. Janzen. I can apply it to the other bill because I think they 
are identical. 

Mr. Mitter. Yours would be on line 23: “a wildlife management 
area within which the taking of migratory game birds”; and I pre- 
sume after that you want the additional language ? 

Mr. Janzen. That is right. Following the word “migratory,” we 
would insert “or resident species of.” : 

Mr. Mintzer. That would be on line 23 after the word “birds.” 

_ Mr. Janzen. I do not have a copy of that here. I presume that that 
is correct. 

Mr. Minter. That would do it. 

The first amendment that you have would be on line 23 after the 
word “migratory” insert “or resident species of.” 
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Mr. Zincxe. Mr. Brandborg, H. R. 12006 and 8. 2617 are identical 
with the exception of that provision governing the authority of the 
Post Office Department. Is that correct ? 

Mr. BranpporG. That is right. 

Mr. Zincxe. So that any of the statements made here with refer- 
ence to H. R. 12006 would be equally applicable to S. 2617. 

Mr. Branppore. That is my understanding. That is right. 

Mr. Dineexy. I believe, Mr. Chairman, there was another question 
that Mr. Brandborg raised. That was with regard to the way the 
funds from this were going to be used by the Post Office. I believe 
there is a change in existing law in this Senate bill, S. 2617, to permit 
the Post Office to charge off substantially additional expenses over and 
above what they are able to charge off now. 

Am I right on that? 

Mr. Zincxe. Mr. Dingell, the Post Office Department’s position 
on that is that at the present time they are required to conduct a game 
bird census at least in part and that they feel that that is not a proper 
function of the Post Office Department, that it is properly chargeable 
to the Fish and Wildlife Service. For that reason they have urged 
this amendment to provide that they be reimbursed for their expenses 
in handling that particular situation. 

Mr. Dixceit. Mr. Chairman, would you mind if we ask Mr. Janzen 
for his comments on that ¢ 

Mr. Branppore. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Janzen. I think the point at question on this is that under the 
Senate amendment the Post Office Department would be repaid from 
duck-stamp moneys both for the cost of the printing and distribution 
of the stamp and any other services. 

In line with the philosophy of the duck-stamp amendment which 
would call for earmarking of all the money for land acquisition, the 
thought had been, and this is the question at point, that all of the cost 
of the stamp and distribution would be defrayed from duck-stamp 
moneys but that any additional expenses that the Post Office would be 
called upon to incur, such as carrying on kill census work and so forth, 
in cooperation with the Service as they have done in the past, would 
be defrayed from direct appropri: itions as is all other research work 
defrayed from appropriations 

Mr. Dincern. You have no objection to having it defrayed from Fish 
and Wildlife appropriations rather than from Post Office appropria- 
tions but you do not want that coming out of duck stamps 4 

Mr. Janzun. To be consistent with the philosophy and the purpose 
that all of the moneys be used for land acquisition except the cost of 
printing and distr me ion of the due k sti unps. 

Mr. Zincke. Mr. Janzen, you have made no provision for payment 
of the overhead of the Post Office De ‘partment in connection with the 
printing and distribution. Do you mean only the physical printing 
and distribution but no administr itive expenses connected with the 
printing and distribution ? 

Mr. Janzen. I believe we have recommended the same language as 
in the original duck-stamp bill. Under that bill, we have been taking 
care, I believe, of all Post Office expenses. 


Mr. Miuter. Mr. Chairman. 
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Is not the language in S. 2617 sufficiently protective? It says: 

So much as may be necessary shall be used by the Secretary of the Interior 
to make advance allotments to the Post Office Department at such times and in 
such amounts as may be mutually agreed upon by the Secretary of the Interior 
and the Postmaster General * * * 

Now, does that not give you flexibility but still it has to be a mutual 
agreement, 

Mr. Janzen. Yes, sir. That is right. I think it is flexible and I 
think either way we would not expect the Post Office Department to 
pay for anything for which they would not be repaid and they would 
not have to as far as that is concerned except by mutual agreement. 
They never do. 

Mr. Miter. If they submitted an exorbitant bill, you still have a 
chance to argue with them and yet, if you wanted them in emergency 
to do something that was an essential to correct some data, you would 
still have the ability to contract with them through the Secretary’s 
Office. 

Mr. Janzen. Yes. It would be my interpretation, offhand, without 
having access to our legal advisers, that under this Senate bill, as now 
amended, that the mone y for carrying on research and so forth, where 
we might call upon the Post Office De partment for help, would be de- 
fraye .d from the duck-st: ump money r: ather than direct appropriations. 

Mr. Mirier. It could be. 

Mr. Janzen. Yes, let us put it that way. It could be. 

Mr. Mitirr. Under this it could be but if the Secretary chose to use 
his appropriated funds, he could still do it because it has to be mutually 
agreed upon by the Secretary and the Postmaster General before any 
of this money can be used, is that right ? 

Mr. JaAnzeEN. That is correct. 

Mr. Auten. Would the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Miturr. Yes. 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Janzen, this bill, after it provides that these pay- 
ments or advance allotments may be mutually agreed upon, goes on 
to say— 
for direct expenditure by the Post Office Department for engraving, printing, 
issuing, selling, and account for migratory bird hunting stamps and moneys 
received from the sale thereof— 
which seems to be direct expenditures for the handling and so forth, 
and then it goes on 
in addition to expenses for personal services in the District of Columbia and 
elsewhere, and such other expenses as may be necessary in executing the duties 
and functions required for the postal service. 

Do you know what the language is supposed to mean which begins 
with the words, “in addition to expenses” ? 

Mr. Zrncxr. Perhaps, Mr. Allen, if I read the report of the Post- 
master General it might be helpful. 

(Report read. ) 

Mr. Auten. In other words, S. 2617 includes the amendment re- 
quested and the purposes are as a forth in the letter? 

Mr. Zincke. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Atiten. Thank you. 

Mr. Mitter. Again may I direct your attention to the fact that all of 
these have to be mutually agreed upon by the Secretary and the Post- 
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master General, which still gives us a chance to talk about them, and 
the Postmaster General under the present law could apparently pre- 
sent a bill and say, “This is my cost because it was set up in the law.” 

Now you would get together on preparing it before the act is done 
to determine how much the costs are going to be? 

Mr. JANzEN. Yes, and the source is optional as agreed upon. 

Mr. Dincett. I would like to have a chance to think about it a little 
more. At this time I do not want to raise any question on it. 

Mr. Auten. May I ask one more question, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Miller, have you completed ? 

Mr. Mituer. Yes, I yield back. 

Mr. Auten. As amended, is the Department and the Fish and Wild- 
life Service in favor of the passage of S. 2617 ? 

Mr. JANzeN. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Auten. Thank you. 

Mr. Boyrxrn. Are there any questions, gentlemen ? 


Mr. Nadel? 


STATEMENT OF MICHAEL NADEL, ASSISTANT EXECUTIVE 
SECRETARY, THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY 


Mr. Napet. My name is Michael Nadel, assistant executive secre- 
tary of the Wilderness Society. 

I should like the privilege of submitting a statement in behalf of 
Howard Zahniser, executive secretary of the Wilderness Society and 
editor of the Living Wilderness. 

This statement supports H. R. 12006, particularly the provisions for 
the increase of the duck-stamp money and the apportionment of the 
net proceeds for the acquisition of wet lands. The statement, how- 
ever, voices some hesitation about concurring in the increase from 25 
to 40 percent of the areas that would be open to shooting, although 
no recommendation is made with respect to that. 

I have received a phone call a little while ago, Mr. Chairman, from 
Fred Packard, executive secretary of the National Parks Association, 
in which he asks that the National Parks Association be put on record 
in support of the duck-stamp bill and said also that he is sending 
down a letter by special messenger which he would like to put in the 
record. 

Mr. Boykin. Without objection, so ordered. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Nave. Thank you, sir. 

(Letter referred to follows :) 

NATIONAL PARKS ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D.C., May 8, 1958. 
Hon. FRANK W. BoyKIN, 
Chairman, House Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. Boykin: The National Parks Association wishes to urge your favor- 
able consideration of H. R. 11607 and H. R. 11642, measures introduced by 
Congressmen Reuss and Hagen to amend the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act 
of 1934. 

The allocation of a greater proportion of the funds derived from sale of these 
stamps to acquisition of much needed refuge land is a long-overdue necessity. 
These measures earmarking 100 percent of the funds for acquisition of such 
waterfowl areas offer a great forward step in America’s wildlife refuge program. 
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Unless these lands are purchased now, rising property costs and uses for other 
purposes may make their future acquisition impossible. 

We respectfully request not only the committee’s favorable report on these 
measures, but its prompt action in so doing. We sincerely feel this is a program 
that must not be delayed. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep M. PackKarp, Evecutive Secretary. 

Mr. Mitier. Mr. Chairman. 

In view of the fact that the 40 percent is permissive and is the 
maximum, although you may not like it, you would not oppose the bill 
if it goes through with 40 percent ? 

Mr. Nape.. We would not oppose the bill. Thank you. 

Mr. Boykin. Without objection, the statement of Mr. Zahniser may 
be included in the record. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD ZAHNISER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY OF THE WILDERNESS 
SocreTy AND EpItToR OF THE LIVING WILDERNESS ON DuCK-STAMP LEGISLATION, 
H. R. 12006 


The Wilderness Society is a national nonprofit citizens conservation organi- 
zation, with a membership of approximately 11,000 in our 48 States, the Terri- 
tories of Alaska and Hawaii, and other countries. The headquarters of the 
society are at 2144 P Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

We feel that the acquisition of vital wet lands, which are fast being lost be- 
cause of drainage, is urgently necessary to save our major waterfowl resource. 
One of the important provisions of this bill, the increase of the duck stamp from 
$2 to $3, will help to provide necessary funds to implement this program. We 
favor the provision which would apportion the entire amount of the proceeds 
for this purpose. As the Secretary of the Interior has pointed out, this program 
will also provide bonus benefits for fish, shellfish, and other wildlife resources 
of the Nation. 

This bill (H. R. 12006) provides that not to exceed 40 percent of a refuge may, 
in effect, be treated as a wildlife management area rather than as a sanctuary, 
thus permitting shooting under safeguards. This is a significant increase over 
the 25 percent originally proposed in the Senate bill, for instance, and we hesitate 
to concur in such a provision for so large a portion of a refuge. However, we 
have not made a study of this and have no definite recommendation at this time. 
We do believe that such a provision should be limited in such a way as not to 
change the status of any lands acquired as inviolate sanctuaries in the past 
under the Migratory Bird Conservation Act of 1929. 


Mr. Boykin. Do we have any other witnesses ? 


STATEMENT OF DANIEL POOLE, WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT 
INSTITUTE 


Mr. Pootr. Mr. Chairman, my name is Daniel Poole. I am the edi- 
tor of the Outdoor News Bulletin, which is a conservation news bulle- 
tin of the Wildlife Management Institute. 

The institute is in wholehearted support of S. 2617 and H. R. 12006. 

I have two important points to comment on. One is that it is the 
belief of Dr. 7 ck, that no refuge aggregating less than 5,000 
acres can be opened to shooting and_ still provide its principal 
function as a sanctuary. The latest refuge compilation shows that 
about 140 of the 289 migratory-bird refuges in 42 States are less than 
5,000 acres in area. 

H. R. 12006 as presently drafted, and 5. 2617 as passed by the Sen- 
ate, make questionable the continued authority of the Secretary of the 
Interior to open migratory-bird refuges to the hunting of resident 
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game species. The provision in the bills under consideration which 
would empow er the Secretary, in his discretion, to administer refuge 
areas “within which the taking of migratory game birds may be 
permitted” raises question about continuation of his authori ity to open 
areas for the taking of resident game. 

In order that there be no future confusion on this point, the institute 
suggests that the committee might consider inserting—and I under- 
stand that the Department of the Interior has recommended it also— 
at the appropriate place in the section relating to the opening of 
refuges for management pur poses a prov iso that the Secretar y of the 
Interior may, in his discretion, ‘ ‘open all refuges to the management 
of resident species of game.” 

A final point is the belief of conservationists that the suggestion of 
the Post Office Department that was incorporated into S. 2617 is 
not as desirable as the wording contained in the 1935 act amending the 
Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act. The unmistakable philosophy 
of H. R. 12006 and 8S. 2617 is that all receipts from the sale of duck 
stamps shall be used for land acquisition with the sole exception of 
funds needed to defray the cost of printing, handling, distributing, 
and accounting for the stamps. 

The distribution of hunter questionnaires or survey materials, and 
the special studies that might be requested of the Post Office Depart- 
ment from time to time relate directly to the management and pro- 
tection of migratory waterfowl. Those requested services have little 
relation to the preparation, handling, and accounting for the duck 
stamps. It would appear inconsistent with the philosophy of Con- 
gress in seeking the corrective amendments to the Duck Stamp Act, to 
provide broad and conflicting reimbursement provisions for the postal 
department. Funds for the management and protection of water- 
fowl resources are expected to come from general appropriations, and 
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service has the authority under 
the Economy Act of 1932 to transfer funds to reimburse other de- 
partments for special work that may be requested. 

Mr. Boyx1n. Thank you, Mr. Poole. 

Without objection, the statement will be received for the record. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF DANIEL A. POOLE, ON H. R. 12006, S. 2617, AND IDENTICAL BILLs 


Mr. Chairman, I am Daniel A. Poole, editor of the Outdoor News Bulletin, a 
biweekly conservation news service of the Wildlife Management Institute. The 
institute is a national membership organization and its program has been de- 
voted to the improved management of natural resources in the public interest 
since 1911. 

Dr. Ira N. Gabrielson and C. R. Gutermuth, the president and vice president 
of the institute, regret their inability to attend this hearing. Unfortunately, 
the time chosen for the hearing conflicts with long-established dates for im- 
portant meetings in distant parts of the country. I am sure you gentlemen are 
aware that this organization has been registering vigorous objection to the use 
of duck-stamp receipts for the operating expenses of the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 

The handling of duck-stamp funds and the lagging waterfowl refuge acquisi- 
tion program of the Federal Government have been criticized frequently in re- 
cent years. Public dissatisfaction likewise has been voiced at a number of con- 
gressional hearings and during national and regional meetings of sportsmen and 
of the State wildlife administrators. Many organizations have adopted resolu- 
tions calling for the dedication of a much larger part of the duck-stamp moneys 
for an accelerated waterfowl refuge purchase program. 
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H. R. 12006 and companion bills in the House, and 8. 2617, as passed by the 
Senate, are supported by sportsmen and wildlife leaders throughout the Nation. 
There is an overwhelming demand that the duck-stamp problem be resolved. It 
is believed that the bills presently under consideration contain the most meri- 
torious solution, and it is hoped that this Congress will give the matter prompt 
and favorable attention. 

Back in 1954, the Subcommittee on Public Lands of the House Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee conducted an inquiry into the use of the funds ob- 
tained under the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act. The purpose of that 
hearing, as elaborated by the committee counsel, was to ascertain “the propriety 
of the administration of duck-stamp funds.” 

Similar inquiries have been conducted each year since 1954 by one or more 
committees of Congress, but the bulk of the duck-stamp revenue still is going 
for routine operations rather than for land acquisition and development. In 
1955, both this committee and the Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce considered measures relating to the use of the duck-stamp funds 
and the almost insignificant acquisition of waterfowl refuge lands. This com- 
mittee examined the problem again in 1956 and 1957. 

The provision in H. R. 12006 and S. 2617 that would authorize the Fish and 
Wildlife Service to purchase and lease small wet-lands areas is essentially 
identical with H. R. 10679 which was approved by this committee and passed 
by the House on March 17. Small marshes and potholes, which are used heavily 
by nesting waterfowl, comprise the greatest remaining waterfowl breeding and 
duck-rearing areas in the United States. They are found principally in Minnesota, 
North and South Dakota, and eastern Montana. Conservationists believe that 
the Service should be enabled to protect some of the better wet lands in those 
States from drainage by setting them aside for management as waterfowl pro- 
duction sites. Inasmuch as their main value is during the breeding and nesting 
season, there is no need for attempting to manage those small marshes and 
potholes as refuges and inviolate sanctuaries. 

All of the earlier hearings have substantiated the innumerable charges that 
too much of the duck-stamp money has gone for operating expenses and not 
for its intended purpose. The Service is not meeting its land-acquisition goal. 
Comparatively little progress is being made in closing the gaps in the national 
waterfowl refuge system. 

Following a 1934 study, the Service determined that 12.5 million acres of suit- 
able refuge and game management lands would be required to meet the needs 
of the migratory birds. That goal, which is not half realized, still is accepted 
today as the minimum area needed for feeding, nesting, resting, and wintering 
grounds for ducks and geese along the four flyways. The acquisition of that 
acreage was to be undertaken jointly by the States and the Federal Government, 
with the States obtaining 5 million acres. 

At the average annual rate of acquisition since that time, it would take 
approximately 8300 years for the Service to achieve its share of the overall 
waterfowl refuge goal. Only about 3.5 million acres of waterfowl lands presently 
are under the control of the Service ; another 4 million acres are needed. 

House Report No. 1941, 84th Congress, 2d session, states: “There is serious 
need in the United States as a whole for additional refuge lands. This is partic- 
ularly true with regard to lands for waterfowl management. Studies show that 
in 1934 there were approximately 120 million acres of marsh and wet lands in the 
country. Today less than 30 million acres of good quality habitat for waterfowl 
remains.” 

The latest available figures show that of the $54,029,540 paid in by the sports- 
men through the purchase of duck stamps during the past 24 years, only 
$7,449,908 have been spent for acquiring about 265,000 acres of the 3.5 million 
acres that we have in Federal waterfowl refuges. In other words, only 13 
percent of all the millions that the waterfowl shooters thought they were putting 
into refuge expansion actually has been spent for land acquisition. That 
$7,500,000 includes the purchase price of the land, cost of surveys, title examina- 
tions, and other related expenses of the division handling the acquisition work 
the rest has gone for maintenance, development, and routine expenses. 

The record shows, Mr. Chairman, that the Nation’s sportsmen supported the 
Duck Stamp Act of 1934, and the subsequent amendment that raised the price 
of the stamp fee from $1 to $2, because they believed that the money would he 
used to enlarge the waterfowl refuge system. They thought that the funds would 
augment the acquisition program, and it certainly was not their intention to 
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pick up the check for a sizable part of the cost of meeting the obligations of the 
United States under the terms of the migratory-bird treaties with Canada and 
Mexico. 

The testimony heard by this committee, and by other committees in recent 
years, has emphasized the grave concern of the conservationists. There is an 
urgent need for enactment by the Congress of a directive like H. R. 12006 which 
would make sure that duck-stamp funds would be used for land acquisition. 
Until there is such a directive, the Fish and Wildlife Service undoubte ly will 
be forced to continue dipp*ng into the duck-stamp funds to finance a major part 
of its operating expenses. It is known that some of the Service officials have not 
made as strong an effort as they should have upon certain occasions to dissuade 
the budget officers from using the duck-stamp fund as a handy purse for paying 
operating expenses, and the enactment of H. R. 12006 would prevent that from 
recurring. 

H. R. 12006 would permit the opening of 40 percent of any refuge to public 
shooting, including those areas acquired as inviolate sanctuaries for migratory 
waterfowl in past years. It is the belief of Dr. Gabrielson, who was the first 
director of the Fish and Wildlife Service and Chief of the Bureau of Biological 
Survey before that, that public shooting for migratory waterfowl should not be 
permitted on more than 25 percent of a refuge as a general practice. While 
the Secretary of the Interior might be given discretionary authority to authorize 
shooting on up to 40 percent of a refuge when there is a real need to disperse 
the birds because of botulism, the control of serious crop depredations, and the 
like, the primary responsibility of the Fish and Wildlife Service is to take care 
of the waterfowl resources, not to try to provide places for public hunting grounds. 

It is the belief of Dr. Gabrielson that no refuge aggregating less than 5,000 
acres should be opened to public shooting. He believes that refuges under 
5,000 acres cannot be opened to shooting and still provide their principal function 
as a sanctuary. The latest refuge compilation shows that about 140 of the 239 
migratory bird refuges in 42 States are less than 5,000 acres in area. 

H. R. 12006 as presently drafted, and S. 2617 as passed by the Senate, make 
questionable the continued authority of the Secretary of the Interior to open 
migratory bird refuges to the hunting of resident game species. The provision 
in the bills under consideration which would empower the Secretary, in his discre- 
tion, to administer refuge areas “within which the taking of migratory game birds 
may be permitted” raises question about continuation of his authority to open 
areas for the tak ng of resident game. In order that there be no future confusion 
on this point, the Institute suggests that the committee might consider inserting 
at the appropriate place in the section relating to the opening of refuges for 
management purposes a proviso that the Secretary of the Interior may, in his 
discretion, “open all refuges to the management of resident species of game.” 

A final point is the belief of conservationists that the suggestion of the Post 
Office Department that was incorporated into S. 2617 is not as desirable as the 
wording contained in the 1935 act amending the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp 
Act. The unmistakable philosophy of H. R. 12006 and S. 2617 is that all receipts 
from the sale of duck stamps shall be used for land acquisition with the sole 
exception of funds needed to defray the cost of printing, handling, distributing, 
and accounting for the stamps. 

The distribution of hunter questionnaires or survey materials, and the special 
studies that might be requested of the Post Office Department from time to time 
relate directly to the management and protection of migratory waterfowl. Those 
requested services have little relotion to the p enaration, handling, and accounting 
for the duck stamps. It would appear inconsistent with the philosophy of Con- 
gress in seeking the corrective amendments in the Duck Stamp Act, to provide 
broad and conflicting reimbursement provisions for the postal department. Funds 
for the management and protection of waterfowl resources are expected to come 
from general appropriations, and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service has 
the authority under the Economy Act of 1932 to transfer funds to reimburse 
other departments for special work that may be requested. 

The institute supports the objectives of H. R. 12006, Mr. Chairman. This is 
done, however, with the expectation that the Bureau of the Budget, in line with 
its approval of this measure, will request the Congress to provide the funds for 
those other essential activities such as law enforcement, research, development, 
and maintenance, which have been sustained wholly or in part from duck-stamp 
funds. 

Drainage, road construction, industrial expansion, and urbanization continue 
to take an annual toll of that remnant of good waterfowl marshes that are left. 
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Land never will be less costly than it is to day. The land acquisition program 
niust be speeded up if the Federal Government is going to meet its commitments 
to obtain 7.5 million acres of waterfowl marshes. 


Mr. Boykin. Without objection, we will place in the record a letter 
and resolution of the National Fisheries Institute supporting this 
legislation. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 


NATIONAL FISHERIES INSTITUTE, INC., 
Washington, D. C., May 5, 1958. 
Hon. FRANK W. BoyKIN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife Conservation, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DeAR Mr. BoyKIN: I understand hearings will be held May 7 before your sub- 
committee on a number of bills pertaining to the duck-stamp legislation. 

1 am happy to inform you that the National Fisheries Institute at its recently 
completed convention on April 23, 1958, unanimously adopted a resolution endors- 
ing duck-stamp legislation as set forth in S. 2617 and similar measures pending 
before Congress. Copy of this resolution is attached, and I will appreciate it if 
you Will make it part of the official record of your hearing. 

Sincerely, 
Cuas. E. JAckson, General Manager. 


NATIONAL FISHERIES INSTITUTE, INC., 
Washington, D. C., June 24, 1958. 
Hon. Hersert C. BONNER, 
Chairman, House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
Washington, D.C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN BONNER: It is our understanding that your committee will 
start hearings tomorrow on the duck-stamp bill. 
In the absence of our general manager, Mr. Charles E. Jackson, I am enclosing 
a resolution unanimously adopted by the membership of the National Fisheries 
Institute on April 23, 1958, urging adoption by Congress of S. 2617 and similar 
legislation to increase duck-stamp revenues to $3 and that such funds be used 
for the acquisition of lands for the preservation of waterfowl marsh habitat. 
We respectfully request that this resolution be included as part of the record 
of the hearings beginning June 25. 
Very truly yours, 
MAL XAVIER, Acting General Manager. 


RESOLUTION 8 


Whereas S. 2617, pending in the current 2d session of the 85th Congress, if en- 
acted, would authorize the expansion of fish and wildlife conservation programs 
and would increase the price of duck-stamp revenues to $3 and provide for the 
application of all duck-stamp revenues to the acquisition of lands for the preser- 
vation of waterfowl marsh habitat ; and 

Whereas the enactment of such legislation would be beneficial to the com- 
mercial fishing industry because of the importance of the conservation of marshes, 
especially coastal marshes, and associated tidal lands to the production of com- 
mercial shellfish and finfish species ; Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the National Fisheries Institute, Inc., in convention assembled 
at San Francisco, Calif., on this 23d day of April 1958, That NFI joins with other 
conservation organizations in urging the approval of this measure by the cur- 
rent session of the Congress. 


Mr. Boykin. Are there any further witnesses? 
If not, thank you. 
We will now go to the consideration of the other bill. 


(Whereupon, at 11:10 a. m., the committee proceeded to other 
business. ) 
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(Material furnished by Congressman Dingell follows :) 


GRAND Rapips, Micu., April 21, 1958. 
To JoHN D. DINGELL. 

Dear Sir: I very seldom write our Representatives in Congress, but I’d like to 
tell you that H. R. 11607 and H. R. 11642, known as the $3 duck-stamp bill, has 
my hearty approval, also many of my friends. I think this is a bill we’ve needed 
for a long time and warrants your support. 

Very truly, 
B. L. VANDER KELEN. 


Avuausta, MAINE, April 22, 1958. 
Hon. JOHN D. DINGELL, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

Heartily approve measures providing $3 duck stamp for acquisition of water- 
fowl areas with as much as 40 percent allowable for hunting of migratory water- 
fowl. This follows action of international commissioners, and I trust Congress 
will pass this bill. 

RoLAND H. Corr, 
Commissioner, Inland and Fisheries and Game. 


JEFFERSON City, Mo., April 22, 1958. 
Hon. Jonn D. DINGELL, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 
Missouri Conservation Commission favors $8 duck stamp and other provisions 
of H. R. 11607 and H. R. 11642. We urge fast, favorable action. 
WimuiAM E. ToweE Lt, Director. 


CHARLESTON, W. VA., April 22, 1958. 
Hon. JonHn D. DINGELL, 
Wember of Congress, Washington, D. C.: 
Heartily recommend passage $3 duck-stamp plan provided in H. R. 11607 and 
H. R. 11642, bills identical to 8. 2617. 
WARDEN M. LANE, 
Virector, West Virginia Conservation Commission 


RaLeiGuH, N.C., April 22, 1958. 
Hon. JOHN D. DINGELL, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C.: 
tetel April 22, 1958, North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission meets 
Monday, May 5, at which time I shall discuss with them the position which they 
desire to take on the proposed $3 duck-stamp plan which you describe. We shall 
communicate with you further following this meeting. 
CLYDE P. PaTTon, 
Executive Director, North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission, 


SANTA FE, N. Mex., April 22, 1958. 
Hon. Jonn D. DINGELL, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D.C.: 

As director of the New Mexico Department of Game and Fish I would like to 
solicit your support, in committee hearings and on the floor of the proposed $3 
duck stamp as provided in H. R. 11607 and H. R. 11642. The need for an 
accelerated program of acquisition of lands for the benefit of waterfowl is 
becoming more pressing each year. 

With intensified programs of reclamation and farming, more and more irre- 
placeable wet lands are being destroyed every day. Under this present system, 
if adequate steps are not taken on a national level the waterfowl resource of 
this country may be completely destroyed. We are in full accord with the 
expressed needs for waterfowl as outlined by the fish and wildlife service, and 
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hope that the passage of this legislation may assist in the accomplishment of 
these goals before the value of these lands for waterfowl have been destroyed 
forever. 
DEPARTMENT OF GAME AND FIsH, 
Homer C. PIcKENS, Director. 


Concorp, N. H., April 22, 1958. 
Representative JOHN D. DINGELL, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

I am in favor of H. R. 11607 and H. R. 11642, and 8. 2617, providing a $3 duck 
stamp, earmarking 100 percent of the funds, after deducting stamp production 
cost, for acquisition of waterfowl areas, and also allowing the opening of as 
much as 40 percent of the area’s acquired land for hunting of migratory water- 
fowl, and providing for leasing of small wet-land and pothole areas as waterfowl 
and production areas. 

FISH AND GAME DEPARTMENT, 
RALPH G. CARPENTER, Director. 


STATE OF IDAHO, 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, 
Boise, Idaho, April 22, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN D, DINGELL, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. DINGELL: We have been advised that the Subcommittee on Fisheries 
and Wildlife will hold hearings on May 8 and 9, 1958, on the proposed $3 duck- 
stamp plan as provided in H. R. 11067 and 8S. 2617, earmarking 100 percent of 
the funds for acquisition of waterfowl areas; also providing that up to 40 per- 
cent of the areas acquired may be opened to hunting for migratory waterfowl. 

If we are going to maintain ample waterfowl populations for the future 
this legislation is urgently needed. Since this increase in the duck-stamp fee 
is being requested by those who are willing to pay it for a specific purpose, it is 
essential that safeguards be included in the proposed legislation guaranteeing 
that it will be spent only for that purpose. Past and present restrictions on 
the amount of area which may be opened to shooting has not been and is not 
conducive to good waterfowl management. The amount of land area to be 
opened to shooting should be determined by the wildlife manager, based upon 
the conditions found on any particular waterfowl area and not necessarily a 


matter for legislative enactment. The proposal, however, to increase the open 
areas on lands acquired from 25 percent to 40 percent is an acceptable improve- 
ment. This should also be retroactive to the management of areas previously 


acquired. 
We appreciate being given the opportunity to comment on these proposals. 
Sincerely, 
Ross Leonarp, Director. 





RESOLUTION 2 (Supporr or $3 Duck-StaAmMp LEGISLATION ) 


Whereas there is a great need to acquire wet lands throughout the United 
States for waterfowl conservation purposes ; and 

Whereas the cost of such acquisition has risen materially over the past years; 
and 

Whereas the availability of such lands continues to decrease with agricultural 
and urban expansion ; and 

Whereas there is need for wiser management on said proposed waterfowl 
area acquisitions in order to harvest surplus waterfowl properly : Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the Western Association of State Game and Fish Commis- 
sioners does hereby endorse the provisions of H. R. 12072 (Dingell, Michigan) and 
similar legislation which would increase the cost of the duck stamp from §$2 to $3, 
earmark all net receipts for the acquisition of waterfowl areas, and permit the 
Secretary of the Interior to open up to 40 percent of the acquired lands for migra- 
tory bird hunting, and which would further provide for the leasing of small acre- 
ages of wet lands and potholes as waterfowl production areas; and be it further 











74 DUCK-STAMP LEGISLATION 


Resolved, That the bill contain no restrictions on the hunting of resident game 
species. 

Adopted by the Western Association of State Game and Fish Commissioners, 
38th annual conference, Sun Valley, Idaho, June 25, 1958. 


DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES, 
Frankfort, Ky., April 22, 1958. 
Iion. JOHN D. DINGELL, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. DINGELL: Reference is made to the scheduled hearings on May 8 and 
9, 1958, by the Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife of the House Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. It is understood that these hearings are 
for the purpose of considering the proposed $3 duck-stamp plan as provided in 
H R. 11607 and H. R. 11642, bills identical to S. 2617 which has received anproval 
(favorable report filed March 26) of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

After study of the provisions of these bills and considering the present and 
probable future needs of our collective waterfowl management program, I wish 
to express my complete endorsement and desire to render all possible support 
in securing this legislation. 

Early recognizing the benefits of this valuable national resource and the impor- 
tance of providing for a dependable sustained annual crop available to the rapidly 
increasing number of hunters we have already initiated a positive policy and 
placed maximum efforts towards developing an extended productive waterfowl 
restoration program within Kentucky. Large impoundments such as the estab- 
lished Kentucky and Cumberland lakes and the future Barkley Lake have re- 
ceived, and will continue to receive, appropriate attention. In addition we have 
acquired considerable land with outstanding waterfowl habitat characteristics 
to be so manged as to take its place as one of the important waterfowl concentra- 
tion points along the Mississippi flyway. Soundly operated as both refuges and 
public shooting grounds these tracts will serve as a worthwhile contribution to 
waterfowl management in the entire flyway. We plan to continue this very 
important acquisition and development program as moneys become available. 

This shortage of adequate funds is the factor impeding progress on both the 
State and national levels. The money for State acquisition projects will come 
largely from hunting licenses and Pittman-Robertson funds, but the additional 
areas needed to complete the necessary system of waterfowl] refuges will need 
to be bought by the duck hunters themselves. Considering the vast job to be 
done and the short time remaining (continual disappearance of coastal and 
inland marshes due to drainage and filing by agricultural, industrial, and urban 
interests) I do not think that the $8 stamp will do the total job, but it will 
certainly be a good start. I hope that these bills receive sufficient favorable 
support. 

Sincerely yours, 
EARL WALLACE, 
Commissioner, Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources. 


STATE OF COLORADO, 
DEPARTMENT OF GAME AND FISH, 
Denver, Colo., April 22, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN D. DINGELL, 
Member of Congress, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN DINGELL: Receipt is acknowledged of your telegram of 
April 21, requesting that I comment on H. R. 11607 and H. R. 11642, increasing 
the duck stamp to $3 and earmarking these funds for wet-lands acquisition for 
waterfowl development. 

As director of the Colorado Game and Fish Department and as chairman of 
the executive committee of the International Association of Game, Fish, and 
Conservation Commissioners, I heartily endorse this new legislation. Most of 
the official conservation departments in the States have long felt that the Federal 
Government has moved much too slowly in acquiring and developing the neces- 
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sary wetlands to maintain the Nation’s waterfowl populations. As early as 
1936, the President’s Commission recommended that several million acres of 
wet lands be purchased and preserved for this purpose. During the interim 
period progress has been very slow. We welcome this opportunity to favor this 
legislation in order that this job might be accomplished in the next 20-year period. 
It is my personal feeling that if such a program is not initiated immediately it is 
questionable if this job of purchasing and developing the needed wet lands can 
ever be accomplished. 

Your immediate favorable consideration of this legislation is respectfully 
requested. 

Very truly yours, 
Tuomas L. K1mpBa.t, Director. 


FLoripA GAME AND FresH WATER FISH COMMISSION, 
Tallahassee, April 22, 1958. 
Hon. Joun D. DINGELL, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. DiInceLL: Thank you for the information that you have recently 
supplied relative to the status of the duck-stamp legislation. 

I would like to assure you that the Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Com- 
mission and the vast majority of Florida sportsmen heartily endorse this legis- 
lation. We are all aware of the rapid loss of wet lands habitat to agricultural, 
urban, and industrial development; and further, that if the sport of waterfowl 
hunting is to be maintained immediate steps must be taken to preserve remain- 
ing wet lands and perhaps acquire and rehabilitate some which have already 
been lost. You can be sure that the sportsmen of the United States will be 
eternally grateful to you and to the many other interested Members of Congress 
for your efforts on behalf of waterfowl conservation if you are successful in 
passing this legislation. 

The Florida delegation has been previously advised of our stand upon this 
matter, but we are sending copies of this letter to all members as a further 
expression of our interest. 

Sincerely yours, 
A. D. Aupricn, Director. 


STATE OF MINNESOTA, 
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, 
St. Paul, April 22, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN D. DINGELL, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


DeAR REPRESENTATIVE DINGELL: I understand that the Subcommittee on 
Fisheries and Wildlife of the House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish- 
eries has scheduled hearings for May 8 and 9 on the proposed $3 duck-stamp 
plan as provided in H. R. 11607 and H. R. 11642, bills identical to S. 2617. 

These measures increase the cost of the duck stamp from $2 to $3 and will 
earmark 100 percent of the funds, after stamp production cost deduction, for 
acquisition of waterfowl areas. They also will permit not to exceed 40 percent 
of the areas of acquired land for hunting of migratory waterfowl rather than 
the 25 percent under ‘tthe law presently in effect. They also make provisions 
for the leasing of small wet land and pothole areas as waterfowl production areas. 

I wish you to know that the department of conservation with its division of 
game and fish is heartily in favor of this legislation. I am certain also that 
practically all of the duck hunters of Minnesota endorse the proposal whole 
heartedly. I hope that the subcommittee will take favorable action on the 
three items to which I have referred. 

Very truly yours, 
GEORGE A. SELKE, 
Commissioner of Conservation. 








| 
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STATE OF RunopeE ISLAND AND PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS, 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE AND CONSERVATION, 
DIVISION OF FISH AND GAME, 
Providence, R.I., April 22, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN D. DINGELL, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 
Dear Mr. DINGELL: Reference is made to the forthcoming hearing on the 
proposed $3 duck-stamp plan as provided in H. R. 11607 and H. R. 11642. 
Our division is in wholehearted agreement with the purpose of this bill, as it 
has been discussed and proposed by the Atlantic Flyway Council. Rather than 
give personal endorsement of its present form, I will put my stand in back 
of the Atlantic Flyway Council recommendations. 
Sincerely yours, 
THOMAS J. WRIGHT, 
Chief, Division of Fish and Game. 


COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA, 
PENNSYLVANIA FISH COMMISSION, 
Harrisburg, April 22, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN D. DINGELL, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. DINGELL: Appreciate your telegram advising of the hearings on 
May 8 and 9, 1958, on a proposed $3 duck-stamp plan as provided in H. R. 11607, 
H. R, 11642, and 8. 2617. 

Since the fish and game agencies of the Commonwealth are separate, the 
Pennsylvania Fish Commission interest in the duck-stamp increase must be 
considered secondary. However, any agency concerned with recreational re- 
sources and their wise management should take a broad viewpoint, and we do 
recognize waterfowl needs. Likewise, we believe we can show substantial sub- 
sidiary benefits to aquatic life as a result of sound waterfowl improvement 
measures. Further, we recognize the importance of the duck-stamp increase 
to our sister agency, the Pennsylvania Game Commission. 

Therefore for all the weight our views may have, please record me as 
favoring the present increase in the duck stamp. 

Sincerely yours, 
Wm. Vorer, Jr., Hrecutive Director. 


SoutH CAROLINA WILDLIFE RESOURCES DEPARTMENT, 
Columbia, April 22, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN D. DINGELL, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DeAR Mr. DINGELL: Reference is made to your telegram concerning the pro 
posed $3 duck-stamp plan as provided in H. R. 11607 and H. R. 11642. The pas 
sage of these bills will be of great benefit to wildlife throughout the Nation 
and we people in South Carolina are heartily in favor of their passage. 

Sincerely yours, 
A. A. RicHarpson, Directo: 


COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA, 
PENNSYLVANIA GAME COMMISSION, 
Harrisburg, April 23, 1958. 


Hon. JOHN D. DINGELL, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN DINGELL: In reply to your wire of April 22 relative to the 
proposed $3 duck-stamp plan, as provided in H. R. 11607 and H. R. 11642, bills 
identical to S. 2617, we are happy to inform you the game commission took formal 
action at its recent meeting approving favorable consideration of this legislation. 
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The earmarking of the entire revenue of $3 for each duck stamp, except that 
portion normally paid to the Post Office Department, for the processing of duck 
stamps, is, in our opinion, a fine conservation measure. 

While the organized sportsmen of Pennsylvania have not had an opportunity 
to take any definite action on this legislation, the sentiment is strongly in its 
favor. 

It is our sincere hope that the proposed bills may receive favorable con- 
sideration. 

Yours very truly. 

M. J. Gotven, Executive Director. 


Sratre or Lourstana WiLp LiFe AND FISHERIES COMMISSION, 
New Orleans, April 28, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN D. DINGELL, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN DINGELL: Reference is made to your telegram of April 
21, 1958, relative to the scheduled hearings on May 8 and 9, 1958, on the proposed 
$3 duck-stamp plan as provided in H. R. 11607 and H. R. 11642, bills identical to 
S. 2617. Your interest in calling this to our attention is appreciated very much. 

Our commission feels that the $3 duck stamp, earmarking 100 percent of the 
funds, after deducting stamp production costs, for acquisition of wet-land areas, 
is very important. The bill, as proposed, may be appropriate in some situations, 
to permit up to 40 percent of the acquired land for the hunting of migratory 
waterfowl. However, in Louisiana, there are approximately 500,000 acres of 
the finest waterfowl lands established as inviolate refuges. <A total of 240,000 
acres is presently being maintained by the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and approximately 182,000 acres are under the supervision of this 
commission, and an additional 26,000 acres are under the supervision of the 
National Audubon Society. 

From the refuge aspect, Louisiana does not need any additional major refuge 
areas, except for a few small areas to be used in connection with specific develop- 
ments. However, there is a great need for preserving wet-land areas in this 
State since it constitutes some of the major wintering grounds for our migratory 
waterfowl. There is also a great need for maintaining these areas as such, and 
making thenr available to the hunters who are paying a sizable amount of the 
check, either directly or indirectly. Hence, it is the view of this commission. 
that provisions for meeting these types of situations should be included in such 
a bill so that unnecessary forces of developments, such as, drainage, navigation, 
or flood-control projects, can be minimized, thus allowing for the preservation 
of these important areas. 

This department has been seriously interested in the waterfowl situation for 
several years and has made significant contributions to Ducks Unlimited since 
1952, to assist in the preservation and development of suitable areas for nesting 
waterfowl in Canada. As a matter of fact, a total of $348,122.62 has been con- 
tributed by the hunters of Louisiana through this department through the pur- 
chase of their hunting licenses. 

If we can be of any assistance to you, please feel call on us. 

Sincerely yours, 
F. L. CLEMENT, Director. 


STATE OF CALIFORNTA, 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, 
Sacramento, April 23, 1958. 
Hon. Joun D. DINGELL, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DreAR CONGRESSMAN DINGELL: Thank you for your telegram of April 21, calling 
our attention to the hearings which will be held on May 8 and 9 concerning the 
proposed $3 duck-stamp plan. 

As evidenced by the attached letter, we were happy to make our views known 
to Chairman Boykin. We were also pleased to learn that you believe there is a 
good chance of favorable action by the subcommittee on this important legislation. 

Thank you again for giving us the opportunity to present our views. 

Sincerely yours, 
Setu Gorpon, Director. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, 
Sacramento, April 23, 1958. 
Hon. FRANK W. BoyxKInN, 
Chairman, House Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. BoyKIn: We have just been informed that on May 8 and 9 your 
subcommittee will hold hearings on the proposed $3 duck-stamp plan, as provided 
in H. R. 11607, H. R. 11642, bills identical to 8. 2617. 

We wish to go on record at this time in favor of this legislation which would 
increase the duck-stamp fee to $3 and earmark 100 percent of the receipts from 
the sale thereof for land acquisition for waterfowl areas. 

We feel very definitely that at least 40 percent of any such area should be 
opened to managed shooting, but in cases of emergency, such as the disease out- 
break on the Colusa Federal Refuge last fall, the Secretary of the Interior should 
be given emergency authorization to open all of the area to controlled hunting to 
avoid making infected areas a veritable death trap. 

We very much appreciate your soliciting our advice on these matters, and trust 
that your subcommittee will act favorably upon this legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 
Setru Gorpon, Director. 


STATE OF OREGON, 
OREGON STATE GAME COMMISSION, 
Portland, April 23, 1958. 
Hon. JoHn D. DINGELL, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D.C. 


Dear CONGRESSMAN DINGELL: The Oregon Game Commission has been folllow- 
ing with a great deal of interest the progress of H. R. 11607, H. R. 11642, and 
S. 2617, providing for a $3-duck stamp, and supports the provisions of the proposal. 

This legislation embraces additional features, the primary one being the ear- 
marking of 100 percent of the funds, less stamp production costs, for the acqui- 
sition of waterfowl areas. We regard this legislation as most urgent and essential 
in meeting the growing problem of maintaining the waterfowl resource of North 
America and respectfully urge favorable consideration of this measure when it 
comes up for hearings before the Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife. We 
understand these hearings are scheduled for May 8 and 9. 

The enactment of this legislation would go a long way toward implementing 
the badly needed acquisition program which we believe to be a vital key in the 
future maintenance of the North American waterfowl] populations. 

Respectfully yours, 
P. W. ScHneweR, Director. 


Derrolr SPORTSMEN’S CONGRESS, 
Detroit, Mich., April 24, 1958, 
Hon. Jonn D. DINGELL, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear JOHN: A recent release of the Remington Arms Co. states that 10.5 per- 
cent of all shotgun shells manufactured are consumed in the sport of duck and 
goose hunting. Since Michigan has led all States in hunting licenses purchased 
for the past several years, it is reasonable to assume that the hunters of our 
State are vitally interested in the future migratory-bird populations. 

Through the purchase of marshlands with our own game and fish protection 
money plus income from the Pittman-Robertson funds, our department of con 
servation has certainly made a worthwhile beginning in acquiring publicly owned 
nesting grounds. However, the process and the accumulation of available money 
is not moving rapidly enough to accomplish the desired end when we consider 
the projected increase in hunting population in the next few years. Other States 
in the various flyways are in an identical situation, and some of these much worse 
off than Michigan. 

The purpose of changing the present Duck Stamp Act is most commendable and, 
if the Fish and Wildlife Service can be made to spend these funds without miles 
of redtape and get the job done as rapidly as it is humanly possible to do so, you 
will fiad every duck hunter in agreement with the passage of the proposed bill. 

It was my pleasure to sit in the meetings of the Detroit Sportsmen’s Congress, 
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Michigan United Conservation Clubs, and the Association of Conservation Com- 
missioners when the vote was taken to support the passage of the bill which would 
increase the duck-stamp cost to $3 and the stipulation that all of this fund be 
spent for acquisition of lands favorable to the birds and the hunters alike. 

Please assure Congressman Boykin and all the members of your august body 
they are doing an outstanding service to conservation in the passage of the 
involved measures. 

Cordially and respectfully yours, 
FRANK E. Burcu, Evrecutive Secretary. 


INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF GAME, 
FisH & CONSERVATION COMMISSIONERS, 
Seattle, Wash., April 24, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN D. DINGELL, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE DINGELL: I very greatly appreciate your thoughtfulness 
in advising me of the current status of legislation of the type contained in H. R. 
11607 and H. R. 11642. I am glad, but certainly not surprised, to know that 
legislation of this type bears your approval. 

Most assuredly, the conservation and wildlife management organizations of 
the United States have long appreciated your leauership in the field of 
wise and constructive wildlife management legislation. Certainly, this legisla- 
tion is consistent with your past record of thinking and judgment in this field. 

Both as president of the International Association of Game, Fish & Conserva- 
tion Commissioners and as director of the Washington State Department of 
Game, I sincerely hope that the $3 duck stamp, with the accompanying provisions 
proposed in this regard, can be enacted into law during the present session of 
Congress. 

It would be one of the most constructive steps in the direction of making 
permanent the Nation’s migratory-waterfowl resources which has occurred in 
modern times. On this basis, I commend it to you greatly. 

Sincerely, 
JouHN A. Brags, President. 


DIVISION OF WILDLIFE, 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, 
Columbus, Ohio, April 24, 1958. 
Hon, JoHn D. DINGELL, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


DrEAR REPRESENTATIVE DINGELL: It is common knowledge that the Department 
of the Interior, Bureau of Sports Fisheries and Wildlife, are supporting congres- 
sional legislation which will earmark 100 percent of the $3 duck stamp for 
acquisition of land which will benefit the migratory-waterfowl population. It is 
my opinion that this is a commendable stand, which represents an all-out effort 
on the part of this Federal agency with whom the State game and fish depart- 
ments cooperate. 

The International Association of Game, Fish & Conservation Commissioners 
have supported a provision that 65 percent of a $3 duck stamp be earmarked for 
land acquisition which will benefit migratory waterfowl, and, further, that 25 
percent of such lands be opened to public hunting at the discretion of the Fish 
and Wildlife Service. It is my personal opinion that the request for the 100- 
percent earmarking was a wise suggestion, but it is no guaranty that appro- 
priations necessary for administrative purposes would be forthcoming from the 
Federal Congress, providing the full 100 percent was earmarked for acquisition. 
Providing 100 percent of the duck-stamp fund can be utilized for acquisition, and 
that additional moneys for administrative purposes are forthcoming, this, of 
course, would be highly desirable. 

May I thank you for your telegram of April 21 and the opportunity to offer 
these comments in support of a $38 duck stamp and the utilization of the funds 
which will be derived. 

Very truly yours, 
HAYDEN W. OLps, 
Chief, Division of Wildlife. 
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THE STATE OF UTAH, 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, 
Salt Lake City, Utah, April 25, 1958. 
Hon. Joun D. DINGELL, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE DINGELL: May we urge your favorable consideration and 
report of the proposed $3 duck-stamp plan during hearings on this legislation, 
now scheduled for your committee May 8-9. 

This department gives its full support to H. R. 11607 and H. R. 11642, bills 
identical to S. 2617, as they propose to increase the present duck-stamp fee to 
$3 with all money derived from the sale therefrom to be earmarked for acquisition 
of waterfowl areas, less only the actual cost and distribution of these stamps 
through the Post Office Department. 

Your active and favorable consideration of these bills is paramount to the 
total resource-conservation program of this Nation. Passage of these bills will 
form a major step in perpetuating our wet lands and the wildlife products 
therefrom. 

Thank you for your support and efforts in this direction. 

Sincerely yours, 
Haroip S. Crane, Director. 


STATE OF OKLAHOMA, 
DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE CONSERVATION, 
Oklahoma City, Okla., April 25, 1958. 
Hon. JoHn D. DINGELL, 
Member of Congress, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Sir: We have your telegram of April 21 in regard to the $8 duck-stamp 
plan as provided in H. R. 11607 and H. R. 11642. 

At a recent meeting of regional representatives of the Fish and Wildlife Service 
and the States representing the central flyway, this plan was given considerable 
coverage. Apparently, the plans as now exist in the Fish and Wildlife Service 
and central flyway council could not be carried out to any degree of substan- 
tiability unless more moneys are made available. However, it is my thinking 
that any moneys made available for this plan should not, now or later, be diverted 
to any other purpose. 

We in Oklahoma recognize the need for rapid expansion of our waterfowl 
system if we are going to keep present populations, much less increase popula- 
tions. We, as a State, are proposing to develop some licensed lands around 
Corps of Engineers impoundments with limited funds. At this time, we sincerely 
hope that the Federal Government, through the Fish and Wildlife Service, can 
aid in this waterfowl program. 

I am addressing a copy of this reply to the Honorable Frank Boykin, chairman 
of the subcommittee, and also a copy to the regional director of the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, John Gatlin. 

Yours very truly, 
CLARENCE Burcu, Director. 


Mapison, Wis., April 25, 1958. 
Congressman JOHN D. DINGELL, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

Wisconsin strongly urges passage bills before your committee providing for the 
$3 duck-stamp plan earmarking 100 percent of funds for acquisition and the 
opening of up to 40 percent of the areas for hunting. 

L. P. Voient, 
Conservation Director. 


STATE OF ILLINOIS, 
DEPART MENT OF CONSERVATION, 
Springfield, April 25, 1958. 
Hon. Joun D. DINGELL, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN DINGELL: I wish to thank you very much for your wire of 
April 21 in which you solicit our opinions on H. R. 11607, H. R. 11642, and S. 
2617, identical bills which would provide for a $3 duck stamp. 
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I wish to inform you that this department is very strongly in favor of this 
increase in the duck stamp, along with the provisions for earmarking 100 percent 
of these funds for acquisition of waterfowl areas. We also concur in the pro- 
posal to open as much as 40 percent of the areas which are acquired for the 
hunting of migratory waterfowl. 

I would like to comment on the proposal for the leasing of small wet land and 
pothole areas as waterfowl-production areas. In the past, there has been some 
concern as to whether or not the areas, when purchased or leased, should be 
set aside as refuges, or whether they should be shot. It seems to us that it 
makes little difference as to whether they are shot or are made sanctuaries. 
Any such areas which are purchased which have been hunted in the past could 
well be hunted after acquisition. They are still available as production areas, 
which is the essential issue. We are not so much concerned about how they are 
managed. The important thing is that they are saved from drainage and do 
remain available for the production of waterfowl. I think this is something 
that consideration should be given to in the discussions of these bills. 

I sincerely hope that this very important legislation can be passed by this 
session of Congress, so that the all-important program of acquisition can be 
started immediately. 

Sincerely yours, 
GLEN D. PALMER, Director. 


GRAND Rapips, Micu., April 29, 1958. 
Hon. JoHn D. DINGELL, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


DEAR JOHN: Urge your support of H. R. 12072, H. R. 11642, and H. R. 11607. 
It is my understanding that the above three bills are identical to Senate bill 
2617, and that these bills call for a $3 duck stamp. 

A fine feature of the bills is that revenues received for the duck stamps will 
be for the purpose for which a duck stamp was originally intended. Through 
the years, the duck-stamp money has not been spent as it was originally agreed 
to be spent, and this has been a great disappointment to conservationists, as 
well as the hunters who are interested in conserving waterfowl. If we are not 
going to do the things that should be done to conserve the waterfowl of this 
Nation, then there should be no duck-stamp fee. 

The way things are going now, under the present duck-stamp law, it would 
take 300 to 400 years to do what we believe these new bills will do in a period 
of about 20 years. 

Up to the present time, a just share of funds which have accrued from duck- 
stamp revenues have not been spent as intended, and, even if these funds had 
been spent as intended, it would not accomplish what the proposed bills, in 
our opinion, would do. 

Anything that you can do to further this legislation will be appreciated by all 
concerned. 

Most sincerely, 
DANIEL R. WATERS, 
Chairman, Federal Legislative Committee, 
Michigan United Conservation Clubs. 


STATE OF NEVADA, 
FIsH AND GAME CoMMISSION, 
Reno, Nev., April 30, 1958. 
Hon. Jonn D. DINGELL, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. DINGELL: We have been advised that the Subcommittee on Fisheries 
and Wildlife of the House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries has 
scheduled hearings on May 8 and 9 on the proposed $3 duck-stamp plan as pro- 
vided in H. R. 11067 and S. 2617. Said bills propose the earmarking of 100 
percent of the funds for acquisition of waterfowl areas, and also provide that 
up to 40 percent of the areas acquired may be opened to the hunting of migratory 
waterfowl. 

This is to advise you that the above-mentioned bills have previously been dis- 
cussed by our full commission, which unanimously endorsed the objectives pro- 
vided in such bills if they become law. We, in Nevada, feel it is time that the 
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Congress of the United States and the sportsmen take a definite stand if they 
are to save and perpetuate the waterfowl populations for the future. 

With our ever-changing economic conditions and an ever-decreasing water- 
fowl habitat, through drainage and industrial development, it seems to us, in 
the State of Ne: ada, that it becomes imperative for immediate action if we are 
to save the waterfowl for generations to come. H. R. 11067 and 8S. 2617 would 
be a very constructive step in the right direction to guarantee the future of this 
great wildlife resource, and this State wholeheartedly endorses the bills, as 
proposed. We feel that the saving of the waterfowl habitat is the most impor- 
tant part of the proposed legislation, and are not necessarily concerned or feel 
that it should be a matter of legislative precedence on how much of the area 
should subsequently be opened to waterfowl hunting. We feel that this phase 
eomes under proper management of the areas and not something that can be 
dictated by law. During times of scarcity, it may be necessary to close the 
entire area, while, during the times of abundance and possible depredation from 

vaterfowl, it might be advisable to open the entire area. 

The proposal to increase the open area of land acquired from 25 to 40 percent 
is a very acceptable improvement over the present situation. We would like to 
see this made retroactive to the management of areas previously acquired. 

We sincerely appreciate the opportunity to comment on these proposals, and 
urge that prompt and favorable action be given to them. 

Sincerely, 
FRANK W. Groves, Director. 





MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, 
Lansing, April 30, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN D. DINGELL, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. DINGELL: In reply to your telegram of the 21st, I have written to 
Congressman Frank Boykin, chairman of the Subcommittee on Fisheries and 
Wildlife, regarding H. R. 11607 and H. R. 11642. A copy of that letter is en- 
closed. 

Sincerely, 
GERALD E., Eppy, Director. 


MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, 
Lansing, April 30, 1958. 
Hon. FRANK BOYKIN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife, Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries, House of Representatives, Washington, 
dD. ¢. 

DEAR Mr. BoyKIn: The Michigan Department of Conservation is most gratified 
to note the progress of H. R. 11607 and H. R. 11642. We are convinced that 
only prompt and vigorous action to acquire and preserve wetland habitat can 
perpetuate the sport of waterfowling in this country. We believe that America’s 
duck hunters will accept the $3 duck stamp if it is clearly earmarked and used 
exclusively for the purchase or leasing of waterfowl habitat. The idea of leas- 
ing to preserve from exploitation small pothole areas is especially desirable in 
view of recent drainage activities. We are also gratified by the provision to 
allow public hunting on up to 40 percent of the area of any refuge. Waterfowl 
management demands flexibility of regulations, and the 40-percent proviso is a 
substantial step in that direction. 

In our opinion, the destruction of wet lands is one of the most vital problems 
facing conservationists today. Time is very short, and money is most urgently 
needed. We are dangerously near to another “too little and too late” situation. 

I firmly believe that H. R. 11607 and H. R. 11642 offer most constructive meas- 
ures to meet the crisis, and hope that their provisions will be enacted into law 
by the present Congress. I urge favorable consideration of this legislation by the 
Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife of the House Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

Sincerely, 
GERALD E. Eppy, Director. 
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STATE OF MISSISSIPPI, 
GAME AND FISH COMMISSION, 
Jackson, Miss., April 30, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN D. DINGELL, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN DINGELL: Enclosed please find a copy of a letter addressed 
to Hon. Frank Boykin, chairman of the Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wild- 
life, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, expressing the Mississippi 
Game and Fish Commission’s views on the $3 duck-stamp bill on which Mr. 
Boykin’s subcommittee has scheduled hearing on May 8 and 9, 1958. 

We respectfully ask your support in securing passage of a $3 duck-stamp bill 
with provisions as outlined in this copy of the letter to Congressman Boykin. 

With best regards, I am, 

Very truly yours, 
Rex McRAney, Executive Director. 


STATE OF MISSISSIPPI, 
GAME AND FIsH COMMISSION, 
Jackson, Miss., April 29, 1958. 
Hon. FRANK BoyKIN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife, Committee on Mer- 
chant Marine and Fisheries, House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. BoyKIN: . Your Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife of the House 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries has scheduled hearings on May 8 
and 9, 1958, on the proposed $3 duck-stamp plan, as provided in H, R. 11607 and 
H. R. 11642, bills identical to S. 2617. These measures would provide a $3 duck 
stamp, earmarking 100 percent of the funds, after deducting stamp-production 
costs, for acquisition of wetland areas. 

The Mississippi Game and Fish Commission is interested in securing passage 
of a $3 duck-stamp bill providing for earmarking of a substantial percentage of 
the duck-stamp funds derived therefrom for acquisition of vital migratory-water- 
fowl habitat. The commission will not support the earmarking of more than 
65 percent of the duck-stamp funds for land acquisition. Due to reasons ex- 
pressed below, we believe that at least 35 percent of the duck-stamp funds should 
be used for development, maintenance, operation of refuges, to carry on law en- 
forcement, and conducting surveys and research activities essential to the opera- 
tion and management of waterfowl lands as they are acquired. 

Due to the fact that lands in many areas, under present economic conditions, 
are difficult to acquire, it is possible that 100 percent of the duck-stamp funds 
could not be expended for land acquisition, resulting in an accumulation of funds 
not available for expenditures. 

The duck-stamp bill provides for leasing of small wetland areas. Although it 
may be feasible in a few instances to acquire lease control on small waterfowl 
areas, we believe that duck-stamp funds should be used for acquisition of land 
in fee title only. Funds for leasing of lands should be requested through normal 
budgetary processes. 

We are especially interested in the acquisition of wet lands in the waterfowl 
wintering grounds so that waterfowl habitat in this region can be preserved, de- 
veloped, and managed to offset continuing losses due to drainage and other en- 
croachments. The provision in the duck-stamp bill which would allow the open- 
ing of up to 40 percent of the areas of acquired land for hunting of migratory 
waterfowl is important to us, and we believe that this provision should be made 
in the bill. The Fish and Wildlife Service can then make a portion of migratory- 
waterfowl concentrations on areas acquired available for public hunting under 
Federal or State management. In most instances, this should be the State’s re- 
sponsibility to manage areas opened for waterfowl harvest, 

We respectfully urge favorable consideration of our views on the $3 duck- 
stamp bill. 

Very truly yours, 
Rex McRANEY, Heecutive Director. 
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LiTrLe Rock, ArK., April 30, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN D. DINGELL, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 


Please be advised that the Arkansas Game and Fish Department would ap- 
preciate any influence you may lend in the passing S. 2617 or any identical House 
bill relative to the duck stamp and allocations for moneys derived therefrom as 
provided in this bill. 

NELSON Cox, 
Director, Arkansas Game and Fish Commission. 


STATE OF OREGON, 
FisH COMMISSION OF OREGON, 
Portland, May 1, 195s 
Hon. JOHN DINGELL, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. DInGeLt: Although the organization with which IT am now associ 
ated has no official interest in the management of waterfowl, I wish to take 
this opportunity to personally comment on H. R. 11067 and H. R. 11642, bills 
identical to S. 2617. I understand that hearings are scheduled for May & and 9, 
1958, before the Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife of the House Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries Committee. 

The future of the waterfowl resource in the United States is becoming in- 
ereasingly uncertain as more and more lands are drained for agricultural 
purposes and as marshes and wet lands are filled in and destroyed in the 
course of our expanding economy. Steps must be taken at the earliest possible 
date to acquire and hold a minimum acreage of wet lands if our children and 
grandchildren are to also enjoy this natural resource. 

To that end, the increase of the price of the duck stamp from $2 to 83, with 
the entire revenues earmarked for the acquisition of waterfowl habitat, appears 
to be a step entirely in the right direction. I would caution, however, that 
this provision could be highly unsatisfactory unless the funds now used for 
operation and maintenance, research, and law enforcement are replaced by 
regular appropriations. It takes more than lands alone to successfully manage 
waterfowl. And, should the Congress fail to make additional regular funds 
available, the effect on the total management program could be disastrous. 
For that reason, I hope that during the hearings there will be ample testimony 
which will express the intent of the Congress that funds for these important 
functions will be made available. 

I appreciate the opportunity to add my comments to the general support 
for these bills. 

Sincerely, 
ALBERT M. Day, 
State Fisheries Director. 





ARIZONA GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT, 
Phoenia, Ariz., May 1, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN D. DINGELL, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. DINGELL: We appreciate receiving your wire of April 29, 1958. 
You may be assured that our department has been vitally interested in the 
proposed change in the present duck-stamp law and are fully in accord with 
all of its provisions. 

We are enclosing a copy of our letter to Congressman Boykin further stating 
our position in this important matter, 

Sincerely, 
Rosert J. SmMitru, Director. 


May 1, 1958. 
Hon. FrANK BOYKIN, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
DeaR Mr. Boykin: The Arizona Game and Fish Commission would like to 
urge the favorable consideration of H. R. 11607 and H. R. 11642, as they are 
now written, at the scheduled hearing on May 8 and 9, 1958, before your Sub- 
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committee on Fisheries and Wildlife of the House Committee on Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries. 

We are certain that the work you and your subcommittee members have done 
on this and comparable proposed legislation during the 85th Congress has made 
you well aware of the urgent need for an improvement in the existing duck-stamp 
law. Certainly the recent proposal to increase the present duck stamp from $2 
to $3 and earmark the full amount collected, after deducting stamp-production 
costs, for the acquisition of waterfowl areas, is most commendable. We are also 
fully in accord with the proposal that as much as 40 percent of the areas of ac- 
quired land may be opened to migratory waterfowl hunting and that provision 
will be made for the leasing of small wet-land and pothole areas as waterfowl 
production areas. 

Since the increased fee will be paid only by sportsmen, it seems that there 
should be no objection to this proposed legislation, and the sportsmen of this State 
are greatly encouraged over the prospect that your committee may be able to 
affect the passage of these provisions during the present session of Congress. 

We are fully convinced that the estimate of the Fish and Wildlife Service that 
4 million acres are needed in addition to the 3% million acres presently set aside 
for waterfowl management purposes is quite conservative and is essential if the 
preservation of ducks and geese is to be assured in the future. Under the present 
proposal the estimated 25 years that will be required to acquire the additional 
4 million acres makes it quite evident that nothing less than the provisions of the 
present legislation is adequate. 

We can assure you of the gratitude of our commission, our department, and 
the Arizona sportsmen in anything your subcommittee may be able to do in this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 
RosBertT J. SM1TH, Director. 


HELENA, Monrt., May 1, 1958. 
JoHN D. DINGELL, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C.: 


The Montana fish and game department favors enactment of legislation in- 
creasing duck stamp to $3, all of which would be earmarked for acquisition of 
waterfowl areas. Although Federal acquisition in this State requires approval 
of State legislature, we feel the national benefit will be significant. Montana 
should be able to work out the mechanics of land purchase with Federal agencies 
when suitable areas are located 

A. A. O’CLAIRE, 
Montana Fish and Game Department. 


NORTHWEST DIVISION OF THE 
PENNSYLVANIA FEDERATION OF SPORTSMEN’S CLUBS, 
Polk, Pa., May 8, 1958. 
Hon. JouHN D. DINGELI, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN DINGELL: I trust every effort will be made toward passage 
of H. R. 11607 and H. R. 11642, identical 'to 8. 2617. We of the Pennsylvania 
Federation of Sportsmen’s Clubs have been unable so far to take action on 
these bills. As chairman of migratory birds, PFSC, I feel the sentiment is 
favorable for the bills especially since the earmarking of funds is a conserva- 
tion measure. Sorry I am unable to say the PFSC has recommended these bills 
be passed, but the northwest division is favorable. 

Yours very truly, 
Rosert 8S. Dow, D. D. S. 


RALEIGH, N. C., May 5, 1958. 
Hon. JOHN D. DINGELL, 
Member of Congress, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Retel April 22, 1958, North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission agrees 
to support $3 duck-stamp plan. 
CLYDE P. Patron, 
Executive Director, North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission. 











86 DUCK-STAMP LEGISLATION 


LANSING, MicH., May 7, 1958. 
Hon. JouHn D. DINGELL, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Michigan United Conservation Clubs and its 300 clubs composing 60,000 mem- 
bers urge favorable consideration for House Resolution 12006 which provides $3 
duck stamp with 100 percent earmarkings for acquisition of waterfowl! areas. 
This bill provides for good management practices through the use of the sports- 
man’s dollar. 

JAMES L. RouMAN, 
Executive Director, Michigan United Conservation Clubs. 


MICHIGAN UNITED CONSERVATION CLUBS, 
Lansing, Mich., May 9, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN D. DINGELL, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Deak Mr. DINGELL: Confirming our telegram of today, we are quoting the 
following: 

“Michigan United Conservation Clubs and its 300 clubs composing 60,000 
members urge favorable consideration for House Resolution 12006 which pro- 
vides a $3 duck stamp with 100 percent earmarking for acquisition of waterfowl 
areas. This bill provides for good management practices through the use of 
the sportsman’s dollar.” 

Sincerely, 
JAMES L. RouMAN, Executive Director. 


MICHIGAN UNITED CONSERVATION CLUBS, 
Lansing, Mich., June 17, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN D. DINGELL, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: Michigan United Conservation Clubs is most interested 
in S. 2617, which was passed by the Senate on June 9. 

This is the $3 duck-stamp bill with 100 percent earmarking for acquisition 
of waterfowl areas. It also authorizes the purchase or long-term leasing of 
small areas in the prairie pothole country and other small wet lands that are 
in danger of drainage. It further gives the Secretary of the Interior discre- 
tionary authority to open up to 40 percent of the area of any Federal waterfowl 
refuge to public hunting when such opening is essential to waterfowl manage- 
ment. This latter provision is important in view of the national goal of adding 
4 million acres to the 3% million acres presently in the Federal system of water- 
fowl refuges. 

Earmarking all the receipts from a $3 duck stamp would mean, at long last, a 
realistic program to save waterfowl. It would provide an estimated $6% million 
annually of duck hunters’ money for wet-lands acquisition and put within reach 
the 4-million-acre goal. This compares to less than $1 million spent annually 
in recent years for wet-lands acquisition. 

We sincerely urge that you support S. 2617 and use all your influence so that 
this important conservation legislation receives favorable consideration in the 
House. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES L. RoUMAN, Evrecutive Director. 


Dover, Det., May 25, 1958. 
Representative JoHN D. DINGELL, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Delaware Game and Fish Commission heartily endorses H. R. 11607 and 
identical bills and urges their passage. Destruction of habitat threatens all 
waterfowl. These bills will help avert loss of a great natural resource. 

NorMAN G. WILDER, 
Director, Delaware Game and Fish Commission. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, 
Sacramento, Calif., June 18, 1958. 
Hn. JoHn D. DINGELL, 
Member, House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
Washington, D.C. 


DreAR CONGRESSMAN DINGELL: This will call your attention to the provisions 
of S. 2617 (the $3 duck-stamp bill) which we understand is currently before the 
House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

This bill would give needed revenue to the Fish and Wildlife Service for its 
operations, and in addition would provide for the acquisition of urgently needed 
water.owl refuges and waterfowl management areas throughout the Nation. 

The bill further provides that, subject to the judgment of the Secretary of the 
Interior, up to 40 percent of any area so acquired may be opened to regulated 
public hunting. 

The California Department of Fish and Game feels very strongly that the pass- 
age of this measure is in the best interests of waterfowl conservation and man- 
agement not only in this State, but in the Nation as a whole. 

We respectfully urge your support of this measure. 

Sincerely yours, 
SetH Gorpon, Director. 
x 





